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ABSTRACT 

In this book, faculty from nine universities describe 
innovations undertaken in the context of their institutions 1 
administrator preparation programs. The goal is to inform the 
profession about recent efforts to strengthen preparation programs in 
school administration. Following the introductory material — the 
preface, foreword, and introduction — chaptsr 1 sets the stage for the 
case studies that follow by describing three eras of ferment in 
school administration in the United States. Chapters 2-10 offer 
stories of nine institutions actively engaged in comprehensive 
program improvement efforts. The institutions include the University 
of New Mexico, Stanford University, the University of Washington, the 
University of Utah, East Tennessee State University, the University 
of Colorado, Miami University, and the University of North Carolina 
at Chapel Hill. A concluding chapter discusses implications of these 
cases for more widespread reform in administrator preparation. Notes 
and references accompany each chapter. (LMI) 
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Preface 



For almost 40 years The University Council for Educational Administra- 
tion has worked within the framework of its mission to improve the 
preparation of school administrators. Throughout this time period, needs 
and deficiencies relative to that mission have surfaced and the Consor- 
tium has generally responded by providing opportunities for scholars 
and practitioners to address them. Professor Joseph Murphy refers to 
some of these efforts in his introduction and opening chapter. Despite 
these many years of effort and an intense interest in educational reform 
during the last decade, the scope and intensity of needed changes in 
administrator preparation have never seemed greater than today. So, 
UCEA is proud, once again, to offer some examples of innovative pro- 
gram reform for examination. 

In this volume, Professor Murphy invites faculty from nine universi- 
ties, half of them members of UCEA, to describe innovations undertaken 
in the context of their institutions' preparation programs. These reports 
constitute a sample of the changes being undertaken at universities across 
the Country. It is too early to adopt an orthodoxy about which changes 
are genuine and have positive consequences. But, it is not too early to 
make these experiments widely known, and provide forums for evaluat- 
ing and discussing them. Each of the emerging features of reformed 
administrator preparation deserves caroful consideration and debate. 
While it is true educational administration may not find the one best 
approach to the perennial issues facing professional preparation, the 
need for variety in preparation should not shield experiments from 
deserved criticism. Also, enthusiasm for change should be tempered with 
a thorough understanding of the history and the poetical vulnerability 
that has plagued the education professions. 

Perhaps we are not yet ready to announce consensus on any of the 
emerging features of administrator preparation of the future, but if there 
is ever to be consensus, it must evolve from a new found commitment to 
reflective experimentation and critical evaluation. Fads, politically moti- 
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vated quick fixes and cosmetic changes must not delude us into thinking 
our reform task close to completion. A climate of rigorous critique is the 
only guarantor that administrator preparation of the future will be 
substantively better than it is today. Nothing less is at stake than the basic 
questions about society's future efforts to prepare and induct school 
leaders: How will they be prepared? What knowledge, skills, and 
characteristics should school leaders have? What kind of preparation can 
assure the public that its school leaders will be caring, knowledgeable, 
and energetic people? And finally, a question very important to those 
who will read this book, can universities sustain a credible claim that they 
continue to be (or are willing to become) the most appropriate environ- 
ment for this preparation? 

On behalf of the UCEA Executive Committee, I would like to thank 
Professor Murphy and those colleagues who have generously taken the 
time to write these reform descriptions and willingly offer them for 
collegia I scrutiny. I also express sincere appreciation to Bruce Anderson, 
Peter Wilson, and the Danforth Foundation for financial support to make 
this book widely available. Many of the experiments described here also 
had their genesis in one or more Danforth sponsored projects. It is our 
sincere hope that the reforms described here will be debated and exam- 
ined with great care. 

Patrick B. Forsyth 
UCEA Executive Director 
[anuarv, 1W 



1 O 
1 O 



ERLC 



Foreword 



Challenges and Hope 

Martha M. McCarthy 



Will Rogers once said that even if you are on the right track, you'll get 
run over if you just sit there. The alternative designs to prepare school 
leaders described in this book are on the right track. The faculty involved 
in these programs are engaged in the process of reflection and renewal 
that is imperative for universities to remain in the business of preparing 
school leaders (see Griffiths, 1988). However, if others do not join the 
renewal efforts, we are likely to get run over. 

Few will dispute that creative, visionary leaders are essential to make 
fundamental changes in the core technology of schooling for the twenty- 
first century. And the task facing leadership preparation programs has 
never been more challenging. I would like to mention briefly a few of 
these challenges and then note several recent promising signs in our field. 



External and Internal Challenges 



There are unprecedented threats to public education as an enterprise. 
Given the widespread sentiment that public schools are not providing our 
children with the skills necessary for economic competitiveness, some 
business coalitions have put their support and political clout behind 
efforts to privatize education — to open education to competitive bid in 
the free marketplace. "Public" is being used by some commentators as a 
synonym for institutions that are inferior, unresponsive, costly, and 
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ineffective (see Finn, 1992). Voucher proposals, under which parents 
would receive vouchers of a designated amount that could be redeemed 
at public or private schools, have been discussed in the literature for 
several decades, but only recently have such plans received serious 
consideration (see Bush Unveils New Choice Plan, 1992; Chubb & Moe, 
1990). 

Another form of privatization is the use of private contractors to 
operate schools at public expense. Some contractors assert that they can 
deliver educational services more efficiently and effectively than can local 
school boards, improving pupil performance while realizing a profit. For 
example, Education Alternatives, Inc. (EAI) in Minneapolis received 
considerable publicity when it took over the operation of schools in 
Duluth, Minnesota (Schmidt, 1992). EAI has recently contracted to run 
nine of Baltimore's schools and will assume almost complete control of 
these schools, making staff, curriculum and other decisions and even 
bargaining with the teachers' union. Also, Whittle Communications in 
Knoxville has evoked controversy over its plan (the Edison Project) to 
establish 1000 exemplary for-profit private schools throughout the coun- 
try. The ultimate goal of Whittle Communications is for these private 
schools, charging annual tuition equivalent to the average per pupil cost 
of public schools (about $5,500), to be so successful and superior that 
public school districts will contract with the company to provide educa- 
tional services ("Concerns Raised," 1992). 

The privatization movement has significant implications for the 
future of public education. If education becomes privatized, will the 
citizenry still have a role in school governance? What provisions will be 
made for students with special needs, such as disabilities? How will 
diversity among student bodies be assured, and will public schools 
continue to serve a democratizing role? We need visionary educational 
leaders who can explore the implications of privatization initiatives and 
capitalize on their strengths without jeopardizing traditional American 
values of participatory democracy, social justice, and equal educational 
opportunities for all children. 

Also presenting serious threats to school restructuring efforts are the 
mounting challenges by conservative citizen groups — primarily evan- 
gelical Protestant in orientation. These groups boast increasing member- 
ship and success in determining school board elections (Nazario, 1992), 
and they are challenging instructional programs that emphasize critical 
thinking, values clarification, problem solving, and multicultural educa- 
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tion. Also, many of the pedagogical approaches being touted in the 
education literature (e.g., thematic instruction, collaborative learning) are 
being attacked by these groups as advancing humanistic, New Age 
doctrine (Mars, 1987; Michaelsen, 1989). Addressing these complex 
issues requires school leaders who are more than technical managers; 
they must understand the social, political, and legal context within which 
schools operate and be able to deal with sensitive value conflicts. 

Demographic and economic trends also pose numerous challenges 
for school leaders. With an aging population, the political support for 
public education is dwindling; convincing the citizenry of the societal and 
individual benefits of investments in public schooling is becoming more 
difficult. The increasing racial diversity in our nation also has educational 
implications. The four states (California, Florida, New York, and Texas) 
that have almost one third of the nation's school children also have youth 
populations that are more than 50 percent nonwhite (Hodgkinson, 1992). 
Renewed racial tensions in schools call for creative leadership to guide 
students in understanding racial and cultural diversity and learning to 
respect others (Garcia, 1989). 

The widening gap between the very rich and very poor and accom- 
panying class segregation in schools exacerbates the complexities of 
educating our youth. Indeed, some contend that class distinctions, rather 
than race, are creating our most pressing societal problems (Hodgkinson, 
1 992). The portion of children living below the poverty level continues to 
rise, and deplorable public school conditions have been documented in 
many inner cities (Kozol, 1991). Ensuring the safety of students and staff 
members has become a significant concern in these schools. Educational 
leaders need to understand changing environmental conditions, the 
myriad health and welfare problems that children bring to school, and the 
necessity of coordinating education and other social services for youth. 

In addition to challenges created by external forces, school leaders 
face a number of challenges within public education. In calls for restruc- 
tured schools, school administrators and the education bureaucracy have 
often been viewed as part of the problem, not key actors in seeking 
solutions — as reactors to, rather than initiators of, reform efforts (see 
Murphy, 1990). During the 1970s and 1980s, the distance increased 
between administrators and teachers, in part due to their adversarial roles 
at the bargaining table. 

And there are challenges within institutions that prepare educational 
leaders. Institutions of higher education often erect barriers to maintain 




XVI 



PREPARING TOMORROWS SCHOOL LEADERS 



the status quo, or they make minor accommodations without any sub- 
stantive change. Moreover, programmatic reform is particularly trouble- 
some, because time spent on reforming programs and improving instruc- 
tion generally is not highly valued in university reward systems. Most 
doctorate-granting institutions continue to place their primary emphasis 
on research productivity. Perpetuating this system, individuals often 
choose an academic career because it affords autonomy and the opportu- 
nity to engage in personal research. 

The school administration professoriate has not been immune to 
these norms. Faculty in our field have been characterized as complacent 
Loward program reform and generally satisfied with their preparation 
programs. Studies have documented that the attitudes of professors of 
educational administration changed little from 1972 to 1986, with those 
new to the profession exhibiting surprisingly similar attitudes to their 
senior colleagues (Campbell & Newell, 1973; McCarthy, Kuh, Newell, & 
Iacona, 1988). Whether we socialize those we recruit or select only those who 
fit the mold, traditionally there has been considerable similarity in attitudes 
and beliefs among faculty members in our field. 



Some Hopeful Signs 

A number of recent developments and initiatives hold promise that 
a commitment to renewal may replace the complacency in the educa- 
tional administration professoriate. As discussed in Chapter 1, there is a 
new period of ferment in our field that is fundamentally different from 
prior periods of activity. 

One promising sign is the increasingdiversity in personal characteristics 
and perspectives reflected in educational administration faculties. The most 
obvious change is the portion of women faculty members. Although only 12 
percent of the faculty in our field were women in 1986, this percentage 
continues to rise. Female professors have more interest in program reform 
than do their male colleagues, and they are more likely to value collaborative 
activities (McCarthy et al., 1988; Shakeshaft, 1987). And the number of 
women preparing to be educational leaders nationwide continues to in- 
crease; many scnool leadership programs that had only a few female 
students a decade ago have now achieved gender balance in their student 
cohorts. Unfortunately, the news is not as positive in terms of achieving racial 
diversity; little progress has been made in elevating the representation of 
people of color in educational administration units. 
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A second type of diversification has to do with the academic back- 
grounds of those teaching in leadership preparation programs. After 
educational administration received legitimacy as a field of study in the 
1950s and 1960s, programs became quite similar in thei." course offerings 
and pedagogical approaches, with an emphasis on positivist science to 
guide the curriculum. Most programs were certification driven, with the 
curriculum divided into discipline-based courses (e.g., organizational 
theory, law, finance). Those entering the professorial ranks were more 
similar than different as to their training and socialization. However, 
within the past few years, partly due to retrenchment, departments in 
schools of education have been consolidated, and it is not uncommon to 
find the foundations unit in the same department as educational admin- 
istration. Faculty with backgrounds in ethics, history, and philosophy of 
education are teaching courses to prospective educational leaders, and in 
a small but growing number of institutions, faculty identified with the 
foundations are centrally involved in efforts to redesign leadership 
preparation programs. 

Also, an increasing number of faculty with "mainline" educational 
administration backgrounds are challenging their own preparation and 
embracing alternative perspectives on the nature of schooling and learn- 
ing. They are questioning traditional course configurations, which may 
not facilitate viewing complex school dilemmas from interdisciplinary 
perspectives. In addition, there is renewed respect for the artistic aspect 
of administration (craft knowledge) and guiding student-practitioners to 
become skilled in observing and analyzing their experiences so they can 
apply such craft wisdom to school problems (Schon, 1987). Whereas the 
earlier periods of activity in our field were characterized by similarly 
trained faculty pulling together around a positivist vision of the knowl- 
edge base in educational administration, the current period of ferment is 
characterized by experimentation and an openness to different perspec- 
tives. 

There is also an apparent change in expectations, at least among 
faculty at a growing number of institutions, such as the ones represented 
in this book. Support is being voiced for the notion that if we are serious 
about reinventing schools with the focus on the learner, we should 
demand no less of leadership preparation programs. Many faculty 
members are now convinced that, like elementary and secondary schools, 
our preparation programs need a major overhaul — tinkering with the 
system is no longer sufficient. Expectations also seem to be changing in 
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connection with recruitment and selection practices, reflecting the senti- 
ment that efforts to redesign leadership preparation programs cannot 
produce outstanding leaders if the caliber of students enrolled in those 
programs does not improve. 

Many preparation programs have changed their names from "educa- 
tional administration" to "educational leadership," and in some instances 
this may simply be putting old wine in new bottles. But in other 
programs, this new nomenclature reflects a broader vision of school 
leadership as a moral and intellectual endeavor (see Quantz, Cambron- 
McCabe, & Dantley, 1991) and school leaders as guides and facilitators, 
not just technical managers. Many faculty are challenging traditional 
views of appropriate faculty roles and are willing to give up some control, 
thereby shifting frombeing dispensers of knowledge to becoming coaches 
who assist students in addressing dilemmas, drawing on a range of 
perspectives and sources of knowledge. Rather than providing students 
the correct answers, there is increasing emphasis on asking the right 
questions. 

Another bright sign is the support being given within the field to 
several national initiatives designed to improve the preparation of school 
leaders that are sponsored by the National Policy Board on Educational 
Administration, the Danforth Foundation, and the University Council for 
Educational Administration. These efforts, which are discussed in detail 
in Chapter 1, are attempting to change the focus of the debate in educa- 
tional leadership circles and to create a culture where program reform 
and linkages between universities and school districts are highly re- 
garded . The widespread interest and involvement in these activities have 
been gratifying, and the dialogue at recent national meetings suggests 
greater interest in preparation program renewal. Translating this appar- 
ent enthusiasm into institutional norms, however, may be more difficult 
to achieve. There must be an environment that supports program 
development and a critical mass of faculty with a shared commitment to 
the change efforts. 

Fundamentally redesigning preparation programs and changing 
institutional cultures takes time, and considerable emotional costs are 
involved. Fullan and Miles (1991) have noted that "anxiety, difficulties, 
and uncertainty are intrinsic to all successful change" (p. 749). Program 
transformation activities are for those who are willing to take risks, and 
the individuals and programs represented in this volume have demon- 
strated such a commitment. They are attempting to break the mold and 
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redesign leadership preparation experiences rather than simply strengthen 
what existed in the past. 

The programs described in this book differ in approaches and objec- 
tives, which I view as a strength. The standardization and prescription 
that characterized education reform efforts in the early 1980s gave way to 
more diversity and experimentation toward the latter part of the decade, 
and this same trend is apparent in the preparation of educational leaders. 
Leadership preparation programs tended to become more and more 
similar through the mid-1980s, but during the next decade I expect 
programs to become increasingly different. However, we must continue 
to reflect critically on our innovations because simply being new and 
different does not necessarily mean better. We must also guard against 
becoming dogmatic about our new approaches and mustbe certain not to 
listen only to voices similar to our own. Continual criticism and reflection 
are imperative for meaningful transformation to take place. 

Many of the ideas and approaches described here are provocative. 
These individuals and programs deserve our praise for their willingness 
to share their innovative strategies and the pitfalls they have encountered 
and, more significantly, to welcome the scrutiny of their colleagues. 
These programs have started the renewal process, and our hope is that 
faculty in other programs will be encouraged to share descrip Hons of their 
change efforts. Such sharing and support are essential for us to keep 
moving on the right track and reshape our preparation programs to meet 
the serious challenges ahead. 
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Introduction 



We have the wherewithal within our ranks to use our collective 
energies to consider and develop a systematic response to the 
future that is all encompassing — a response that enables us to 
consider not only what we know at present, but what the long 
range implications are in terms of our expectations for the 
future. (Scribner,1991,p. 5) 

We know that individual preparation programs have been 
struggling with a number of these reform issues. Yet, we have 
not to date found an effective way of informing each other of our 
efforts. (Schneider,1992,p. 5) 

It is appropriate that comments from recent UCEA Presidential addresses 
should set the stage for this UCEA-sponsored volume. Scribner's and 
Schneider's comments clearly suggest that we in the educational adminis- 
tration professoriate have the capacity and the will to address a growing 
crisis in our field. If they are correct, then the early 1990s represent an 
important demarcation line in the current era of ferment in educational 
administration, for prior to that time analysts concluded that the professo- 
riate was neither inclined toward improvement efforts (McCarthy, Kuh, 
Newell, & Iacona, 1988; Murphy, 1991) nor at the forefront of those reform 
strategies that were underway in educational administration (Murphy & 
Hallinger, 1987). Schneider's remarks provide two additional pieces of 
information — that reform of preparation represents a struggle and that we 
need better methods of informing each other of our improvement efforts. 



:RLC 



XXI 



no 



xxii 



PREPARING TOMORROWS SCHOOL LEADERS 



This volume builds on Scribner's and Schneider's messages. While 
attending to the wide range of critical analyses of existing programs, it is 
designed to move through and beyond critique into reflection and action. 
The goal of the volume is to inform the profession about recent efforts to 
strengthen preparation programs in school administration — to unpack 
the premises and beliefs, working strategies, values, struggles, and prod- 
ucts of nine institutions that are actively engaged in comprehensive 
program improvement efforts. It is hoped that these stories will provide 
insights for reflection and program development for others who are 
engaged in reform activities. It is also hoped that these cases will 
encourage others to share their attempts at program improvement, that 
this volume will serve as a catalyst for escalating an exchange of informa- 
tion. 

The design of the volume is simple. Following the introductory 
material— the Preface by Patrick Forsyth, the Foreword by Martha 
McCarthy, and this Introduction— Chapter 1 sets the stage for the case 
studies that follow. Chapters 2 through 10 provide stories of nine 
institutions engaged in the difficult business of reframing their prepara- 
tion programs. A concluding chapter discusses implications from these 
cases for more widespread reform in institutions preparing school lead- 
ers. As the National Policy Board for Educational Administration news- 
letter, Design for Leadership, has shown over the last two years, other 
universities could have been selected and additional stories could have 
been told. These institutions were selected because I had first hand 
knowledge of their work, because they address most of the problematic 
areas in current preparation programs, and because they provide both 
useful models individually and an interesting variety of improvement 
strategies when examined collectively. I am deeply indebted to the 
authors for agreeing to participate in this project and to Patrick Forsyth 
and the UCEA for their sponsorship of the volume. Our collective hope 
is that readers will be stimulated to think in new ways about improve- 
ments in their own programs for the development of school leaders. 
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Ferment in School 
Administration: Rounds 1-3 



Joseph Murphy 



In his insightful chapter in Behavioral Science and Educational Administra- 
tion, Hollis Moore (1964) portrays the period from 1947 to 1957 as one of 
great ferment in educational administration. He documents the tur- 
moil — the criticisms, the hopes, the energy, the emerging vision, and the 
unfulfilled dreams — that accompanied the evolution from the practice 
era (1900-1946) to the scientific era (1947-1985) in school administration. 
Keeping in mind Cohen's (1988) caution that "one can never know 
certainly where one stands in history and society" and that "estimates of 
historical position are imprecise at best" (p. 21), it appears to some 
analysts of school administration that we are in the midst of another 
round of great ferment — one that is accompanying the transition from the 
scientific era to what we have elsewhere labeled thedialectic era (Murphy, 
1992). The signposts are similar in many respects to those evi lent in the 
earlier period of ferment: severe criticism of the status quo (along with a 
few reasoned cautions about throwing the baby out with the bathwater); 
a thrashing about for a new vision to define school administration as a 
field of study and as an educational enterprise; and the emergence of new 
energy and hope for developing preparation programs that overcome the 
weaknesses of the existing model. 
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As the introductory sections to this book have made clear, the 
purpose of this volume is to provide material for reflection as well as 
tangible frameworks for those engaged in overhauling preparation pro- 
grams to prepare leaders for tomorrow's schools. The effects of the 
scientific or theory movement in school administration — both in pen- 
etrating preparation programs and in developing effective leaders — have 
been subject to a good deal of scrutiny. The most widely accepted 
conclusion is that, while the theory movement provided some improve- 
ments over what was available in preparation programs before World 
War II (see Crowson & McPherson, 1987; Willower, 1987), it fell far short 
of the hopes of its proponents (Murphy, 1992). The message here is 
threefold. First, while it is imperative that we address problems plaguing 
current programs, it is insufficient to build a new vision for educational 
administration primarily as a foil to existing deficiencies. Second, we are 
unlikely to be successful in constructing better programs unless we attend 
to our history, or, in the words of Cubberly (cited in Culbertson, 1988), the 
"proper means for reconstructing our social institutions are best sug- 
gested by a careful accumulation and analysis of our institutional 
experience"(p. 9). Third, we are likely to develop more effective models 
of preparation only if we ground our program conceptions in visions of 
society, education, learning, and leadership for schooling in the twenty- 
first century as well as in the values and evidence that define the paths to 
those visions. 

While each of these three strands— analyses of current deficiencies, 
historical review, and vision building — receives attention herein, the 
focus of this chapter is on the historical dimensions of school administra- 
tion. As reported in the introduction, thorough analyses of problems in 
current programs designed to prepare school leaders are available else- 
where and need not be repeated here (see especially Bates, 1984; Foster, 
1988; Griffiths, 1988b; Murphy, 1990a; McCarthy, Kuh, Newell, & Iacona, 
1988). The issue of visions for the future and appropriate paths to 
actualize them is addressed in Chapters 2 through 11 (see also Beck, in 
press; Hallinger, Leithwood, & Murphy, 1992; Murphy, 1992). The goal 
here is to provide a context for the development of these alternative 
designs. 

Preparing School Administrators, 1900-1946 

Although school administrators were in evidence before the turn of 
the century, little was written on the topic of school leadership "and 
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formal preparation programs for school administrators had not yet 
developed" (Gregg, I960, p. 20). Prior to 1900, character (Tyack & Hansot, 
1982) and ideology (Glass, 1986) were important characterics of school 
leaders. Administrators of this era have been characterized as philoso- 
pher educators (Callahan & Button, 1964) and as teachers of teachers 
(Button, 1966). 

The twentieth century ushered in the beginning of the prescriptive 
era in school administration (Campbell, Fleming, Newell, & Bennion, 
1987), a nearly 50 year period of expansion in training programs for school 
leaders. In 1 900, no institutions were offering systematic study in the area 
of school management. By the end of World War II, 125 institutions were 
actively engaged in preparing school administrators (Silver, 1982). A first 
generation of educational administration professors — men like Cubberley, 
Strayer, and Mort — were actively engaged in laying the foundations of 
the field and in training a second generation of professors to take their 
place. Many states were requiring formal coursework in educational 
leadership for administrative positions and were certifying graduates of 
preparation programs for employment (Moore, 1964). As these elements 
of the profession began to find acceptance, more and more principals and 
superintendents embarked on their careers with university training in the 
practice of school administration. 

This shift from an era of teaching, ideology, character, and philoso- 
phy to one of prescription represents the first era of ferment in school 
administration — one marked by a number of trends that we see repeated 
during both the second (1947-1957) and third (1986->) periods of ferment 
in the profession (see Figure 1.1). All three periods witnessed much 
critical analysis about the health of educational administration in general 
and the status of preparation programs in particular. There was con- 
siderable muckraking literature about the way practicing administrators 
were managing schools (Cooper & Boyd, 1987). In addition, new views 
of leadership — the captain of commerce role from 1900 to 1930 and the 
social agent role from 1930 to 1950 — that reflected dominant social and 
cultural forces were held up as desirable alternatives for training edu- 
cational administrators (Callahan, 1962). 

Information on the preparation of school leaders following the first 
era of ferment is limited and uneven, gaining in clarity as we approach 
World War II. Faculty of this era were drawn almost exclusively from the 
supenntondency. They carried heavy teaching loads and showed little 
proclivity for research. A similar homogeneity characterized students of 
this period. Most were white males holding full-time positions as school 
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1820-1900 Ideological Era 
First Era of Ferment (1900-1915) 

1900-1946 Prescriptive Era 
Second Era of Ferment (1947-1957) 
1947-1985 Scientific Era 
Third Era of Ferment (1985-0 
1986-* Dialectic Era 



Figure 1.1. The Three Eras of Ferment in School Administration 



administrators while attending school on a part-time basis (Campbell, et 
al., 1987). Some trained for the professoriate, most for the superinten- 
dency (Silver, 1982). 

The education received by superintendents and principals was largely 
undifferentiated from that of teachers until the onslaught and wide- 
spread acceptance of the scientific management movement throughout 
the corporate world between 1910 and 1915. For the next 20 years, 
business was to exert considerable influence over preparation programs 
for school administrators: "Program content was consistent with prevail- 
ing emphases of science on fact gathering, inductive reasoning, and 
empirical generalizations" (Culbertson, 1988, p. 9). During this time, 
"preservice education for school executives tended to stress: the techni- 
cal and mechanical aspects of administration" (Gregg, 1969, p. 994); 
"specific and immediate tasks" (Callahan & Button, 1964, p. 87); and the 
practical aspects of the job (Newlon, 1934). The objective was to train 
students to understand the job of administration as it was and to perform 
successfully in the roles they undertook — what Campbell and his col- 
leagues (1987) label preparation for the role — as opposed to studying 
what might need to be done differently and preparing for roles as change 
agents, i.e. preparing the pers(jn. 
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While the Great Depression and World War II saw the incorporation 
of new material into training programs — "human relations in coopera- 
tive educational activities" (Gregg, 1969, p. 994), social foundations 
(Miklos, in press), and the human factor in general — by the end of the 
prescriptive era preparation was still highly technical in nature. Almost 
no attention was given to the theoretical underpinnings of the work of 
school leaders: 



The scholarship that informed course content throughout this 
era was little mere than "naked empiricism" (Griffiths, 1965, p. 
34; Halpin, 1957, p. 197) or "factualism" (Griffiths, 1959, p. 9), 
resulting in the development of: "fuzzy concepts" (Griffiths, 
1988a, p. 29); inadequately field-tested principles" (Crowson & 
McPherson, 1987,p. 47); and a mere "encyclopedia of facts" 
(Griffiths, 1959, p. 9) that lacked "the power of unifying interpre- 
tive theories" (Tyack & Cummings, 1977, p. 62; Goldhammer,- 
1983). The knowledge base was comprised of: "folklore, testimo- 
nials of reputedly successful administrators, ...the speculation of 
college professors" (Griffiths, 1959, p. v); "personal success sto- 
ries and lively anecdotes" (Marland, 1960, p. 25); "personal 
accounts or 'war stories/ and prescriptions offered by experienced 
practitioners" (Silver, 1982, p. 51); "experiences of practicing 
administrators as they managed the various problem areas of 
school administration" (Gregg, 1969, p. 996); "maxims, exhorta- 
tions, and several innocuous variations on the theme of the 
Golden Rule" (Halpin, 1960, p. 4); and "preachments to admin- 
istrators about ways in which they should perform" 
(Goldhammer, 1983, p. 250). (cited in Murphy, 1992, pp. 31-32) 

Preparing School Administrators, 1947-1985 

Beginning in the late 1940s and continuing throughout the 1 950s and 
1960s, prescriptions drawn from practice came to be overshadowed in 
preparation programs by theoretical and conceptual material drawn 
from the various social sciences. Like the prescriptive era before it, the 
scientific era, in its emergence, drew support because of its harsh attacks 
on the status quo in the area of administrative training, its critical analyses 
of the performance of existing school leaders, and its lure of an alternative 
vision — science in this case — that held forth the promise of dramatically 
improving the education available to prospective school leaders. 

?.0 
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At the onset of the scientific era, considerable criticism was leveled 
against the naked empiricism, personal success stories, and maxims or 
untested principles that constituted the knowledge base of educational 
administration at the time. It was also argued by many that the explicit 
values framework of the latter half of the prescriptive era — the human 
relations era — was inappropriate in a scientific world. In the first period 
of ferment in school leadership (1900-1915), practicing administrators 
were chastised for their lack of grounding in the management principles 
of the corporate world, especially those developed by Frederick Taylor 
and his peers. In this second era of ferment (1947-1957), they came under 
attack for their unscientific, non-theoretical approach to administration. 
Throughout this second era of ferment, training institutions were being 
exhorted to develop better preparation programs "to protect the public 
against ill-prepared or indifferent practitioners" (Goldhammer, 1983, p. 
253). in addition, as has been the case throughout the history of school 
management, professors began to reweave the fabric of preparation 
programs to mirror the high-status professions in the larger society, 
thereby creating an alternative vision of the role of school administrators 
(Button, 1966; Callahan, 1962; Callahan & Button, 1964). Since scientists, 
not business people, held center stage at this time (Haipin, 1960), a quest 
for a science of school administration was undertaken (Culbertson, 1965; 
1988; Greenfield, 1988; Griffiths, 1988a). 

This second period of ferment in school administration was character- 
ized by considerable enthusiasm, activity, growth, and dramatic changes in 
the structure and content of training programs (Crowson & McPherson, 
1987; Willower, 1983; Wynn, 1957). It was a period which many believed 
would lead to the full professionalization of school administration (Farquhar, 
1977; Goldhammer, 1983). 

Four major events mark the second era of ferment. The first of these 
was the formation of the National Conference of Professors of Educa- 
tional Administration (NCPEA) in 1947. By linking professors through- 
out the country for the first time, the NCPEA exercised considerable 
influence over emerging conceptions of the profession and over school 
administration training programs (Campbell, et al., 1987; Gregg, 1960). 
The second defining event in the transition from the prescriptive to the 
scientific era was the creation of the Cooperative Project in Educational 
Administration (CPEA)— a consortium of eight universities funded by 
the Kellogg Foundation whose primary purpose was to institute changes 
in preparation programs. Continuing initiatives charted at earlier NCPEA 
meetings, especially the "benchmark" 1 954 gathering in Denver (Getzels, 
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1977, p. 8), the CPEA encouraged a multidisciplinary approach to analy- 
ses of administration and to the education of school leaders. As Gregg 
concludes in his 1969 review, the CPEA had a profound influence on 
preparation programs and on the practice of school administration. The 
establishment of the Committee for the Advancement of School Admin- 
istration (CASA) in 1955 and of the University Council for Educational 
Administration (UCEA) in 1956 represents the final milestones that 
helped shape evolving conceptions of school administration during the 
second era of ferment (Griffiths, 1959; Moore, 1964). The CASA's most 
important work focused on the development of professional standards of 
performance. The UCEA's influence has been more pervasive (Willower, 
1983). Throughout the 1960s and 1970s, it "became the dominant force in 
shaping the study and teaching of educational administration, .[and] a 
major force in the advancement of preparation programs" (Campbell, et 
al., 1987, pp. 182-183). 

Under the pull of these forces, there was a considerable flurry of 
activity in preparation programs throughout the country during the 
scientific era, especially during the 1950s and 1960s. This was a period of 
rapid growth in educational administration. While in 1946, approxi- 
mately 125 institutions were in the business of preparing school leaders, 
40 years later, over 500 were involved (National Commission on Excel- 
lence in Educational Administration, 1987). The number of doctoral 
degrees doubled during each decade throughout this period (Farquhar, 
1977). The size of the typical program — defined in terms of number of 
faculty — increased substantially during the heyday of the scientific era, 
doubling in size from 5 to 10 full-time faculty members (Farquhar, 1977) 
before falling back to its original size by the mid-1980s (McCarthy, et al., 
1988). 

The average faculty member in 1945 was most likely to be a generalist, 
drawn from the superintendency, and oriented primarily toward the 
practice dimensions of the profession. By the mid-1980s, that picture had 
changed considerably. The typical faculty member in educational admin- 
istration at the end of the scientific era was likely to be a discipline-focused 
specialist with little or no practical experience, concerned primarily with 
the professorial ^if not scholarly) aspects of the profession. While there 
was considerably more diversity among students in preparation pro- 
grams in 1985 than in 1945 in terms of gender, and to a lesser extent race, 
there were still many commonalities. Most students continued to be 
drawn from the bottom quartile on national entrance exams, self-selected 
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their programs, attended local institutions on a part-time basis, and 
exercised little control over their lives as students (Murphy, 1990a; 1992). 

Consistent with the guiding vision of the scientific era, the predomi- 
nant trend during this 40 year period was the infusion of content from the 
social sciences into preparation programs. The infrastructure for this 
activity was the expansion of the conceptual and theoretical knowledge 
base of the profession through the development of a science of adminis- 
tration. This was a movement intended "to produce a foundation of 
scientifically supported (hypothetico-deductive) knowledge in educa- 
tional administration in place of the hortatory, seat-of-the-pants literature 
already in place" (Crowson & McPherson, 1987, pp. 47-48) and a trend 
"away from technique-oriented substance based upon practical experi- 
ence and toward theory-oriented substance based on disciplines 'exter- 
nal' to education" (Culbertson & Farquhar, 1971, p. 9). The scientific 
movement led to: a conception of educational administration as "an 
applied science within which theory and research are directly and lin- 
early linked to professional practice [and in which] the former always 
determine the latter, and thus knowledge is superordina te to the principal 
and designed to prescribe practice" (Sergiovanni, 1991, p. 4); the accep- 
tance of a heavy reliance on social science content "as an indicator of a 
high quality program" (Miklos, 1983, p. 160); "the borrowing and adopt- 
ing of research techniques and instruments from the behavioral sciences" 
(Culbertson, 1965, p. 7); and a multidisciplinary (if not interdisciplinary) 
approach to preparation (Culbertson, 1963; Hodgkinson, 1975). 

Preparing School Administrators, 1986 > 

Educational administration today is in the throes of a third era of 
ferment, one that appears to be accompanying the shift from a scientific 
to a post-scientific or dialectic era in school administration. As was true 
in each of the proceeding two eras, the present ferment is being fueled by 
devastating attacks on the current state of preparation programs, critical 
analyses of practicing school administrators, and references to alternative 
visions of what programs should become. If anything, the rhetoric in this 
third period of ferment seems both more strident and more comprehen- 
sive than that found in earlier eras of reform (Hallinger & Murphy, 1991). 
The seriousness of the rhetoric has also increased: 

School administrators risk becoming an anachronism if their 
preparation programs in schools, colleges, and departments of 
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education do not respond to calls for change in preparing them 
for professional leadership functions. (American Association of 
Colleges for Teacher Education, 1988, p. 1) 

I am thoroughly and completely convinced that, unless a 
radical reform movement gets under way — and is successful — 
most of us in this room will live to see the end of educational 
administration as a profession. (Griffiths, 1988b, p. 1) 

Educational Administration as a field is at a delicately critical 
phase. In fact, there is a rumbling in the clouds above us — they 
are no longer merely on the horizon — which could in fact blow 
the whole field of Educational Administration apart, for both 
practitioners and the scholars in the field. (Beare, 1989, p. 3) 

The most fruitful sources of support for current reform efforts are 
critiques of existing training programs. While the current era of ferment 
was foreshadowed by scholars such as Harlow (1962) and Culbertson 
(1963) 30 years ago, and began to pick up momentum starting with 
Greenfield 's insightful critique in 1975, it was not until the mid-1980s that 
the scale was tipped toward a critical analysis of educational administra- 
tion in general and of preparation programs in particular. Led by well 
known figures from the theory movement (e.g. Clark, 1988; Griffiths, 
1988b), critical theorists employing a variety of frameworks (e.g. Bates, 
1984; Foster, 1988; Shakeshaft, 1988), and the professional associations 
(e.g. National Association of Secondary School Principals, 1985), every 
facet of the education of school administrators has come under serious 
scrutiny in the last decade. Nearly every program component has been 
found wanting: few recruitment efforts are undertaken and selection 
standards are low; program content is irrelevant, connected neither to the 
central mission of schooling nor to the practice of leadership; instruction 
is dull; "faculty are only marginally more knowledgeable than their 
students" (Hawley, 1 988, p. 85); and standards of performance are largely 
conspicuous by their absence (Murphy, 1990a; 1992). 

Also contributing to the current ferment is the increasingly voiced 
opinion that existing school leaders are responsible for the current crises 
in education and that they are incapable (or unwilling) of solving the 
array of problems that plague schools (Murphy, 1990b). It is argued that 
school administrators are mere managers, nurturing a dysfunctional and 
costly bureaucracy (Murphy, 1991). Concomitantly, their perceived 
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inability to address fundamental educational (Evans, 1991) and value 
issues (Greenfield, 1988) in schooling is dissected with increasing fre- 
quency. In turn, the cry for leadership is being heard on all fronts 
(Murphy, 1990c). 

While there is an emerging consensus about the deficiencies of 
current preparation programs and the leaders they anoint, there is less 
agreement about an alternative vision that might shape the existing 
ferment into a new model for preparing tomorrow's leaders. Although 
we return to this issue in the concluding chapter, it is worth noting here 
that some of the most frequently heard suggestions these days include: 
greater attention to matters of practice in the design and delivery of 
educational experiences (including enhanced cooperation between the 
two arms of the profession; movement toward a professional school 
model; recognition of the importance of craft knowledge (and the legiti- 
macy of practice-based learning experiences); and additional emphases 
on values, social context, core technology, inquiry, and new forms of 
leadership. 

It is difficult to anticipate what future historians of educational 
administration will designate as the major events that helped form the 
current ferment into strategies for improving preparation programs — 
assuming, that is, that some consensus emerges about redefining the 
profession. One marker that will likely be highlighted, however, is the set 
of activities comprising the work of the National Commission on Excel- 
lence in Educational Administration (NCEEA). Growing out of the 
deliberations of the Executive Council of UCEA, the Commission was 
formed in 1985 under the direction of Daniel E. Griffiths. Support for the 
Commission came from funds contributed by a variety of foundations in 
response to concerted efforts on the part of the UCEA staff. The NCEEA 
has produced three influential documents that have promoted consider- 
able discussion both within and outside educational administration: the 
1987 report Leaders for America's Schools; Griffiths' highly influential 
address at the AERA (subsequently published as a UCE. \ paper— 1988b); 
and a UCEA-sponsored edited volume containing most of the back- 
ground papers commissioned by the NCEEA (Griffiths, Stout, & Forsyth, 
1988). These three documents have helped crystallize the sense of what 
is wrong with the profession, extend discussion about possible solutions, 
and, to a lesser extent, provide signposts for those engaged in redefining 
preparation programs 

Following up on these activities the UCEA Executive Director, Patrick 
Forsyth, initiated discussions with foundations and set about mustering 
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support for one of the NCEEA recommendations— the creation of the 
National Policy Board of Educational Administration (NPBEA). After 
considerable work on the part of UCEA to forge a union among the 
executive directors of 10 groups with a deep-seated interest in school 
administration, the NPBEA was created in 1988. Its care was entrusted to 
David L. Clark, then a professor of Educational Leadership at the Univer- 
sity of Virginia. The NPBEA has undertaken a series of activities designed 
to provide direction for the reconstruction of preparation programs and 
for the institutions that house them. After a year of work supported by the 
UCEA and chaired by the UCEA Executive Director, Patrick Forsyth, and 
facilitated by the NPBEA Executive Secretary, David L. Clark, the NPBEA 
released its first report entitled Improving the Preparation of School Admin- 
istrators: TJte Agenda for Reform— in May of 1989. The report outlines an 
extensive overhaul and strengthening of preparation programs. Its 
recommendations were later adopted in slightly modified form by the 50- 
plus universities comprising the UCEA. Following the release of The 
Agenda for Reform, the NPBEA published a series of occasional papers that 
are designed to inform the reform debate in educational administration. 
It has also begun to sponsor national conferences, in conjunction with the 
Danforth Foundation, to help professors discover alternatives t"> deeply 
ingrained practices in training programs. Its 1992 conference on problem- 
based learning drew nearly 150 participants from universities through- 
out the United States and Canada. 

In the midst of this ferment, and building on earlier-noted docu- 
ments, two national efforts to redefine the knowledge base of the field 
have commenced. In 1990, the National Commission for the Principalship 
(NCP), under the leadership of Scott Thomson and funded by the Na- 
tional Association of Elementary and Secondary Principals, published a 
report entitled Principals for Our Changing Schools: Preparation and Certi- 
fication. The document represents an attempt to unpack the functional 
knowledge base required by principals. Subsequent to the release of that 
report, the NCP assigned working teams to flush out each of the 21 
functional domains listed in its report. A year later, the UCEA authorized 
six writing teams under the overall direction of Wayne K. Hoy to update 
the knowledge bases in educational administration preparation pro- 
grams. At the time of this writing, both efforts are continuing. 

Two other forces for reform have been evident throughout this 
formative stage of the dialectic era. The first is a series of educational 
administration volumes published between 1988 and 1992 which have 
helped focus attention on the problems of the field and provided alterna- 
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tive visions and solution paths for the future. These include: The Handbook 
of Research on Educational Administration (Boyan, 1988); Under Scrutiny: The 
Educational Administration Professoriate (McCarthy, et al., 1988); Leaders for 
Americas Schools (Griffiths, Stout, & Forsyth, 1988); the 1990 National 
Society for the Study of Education Yearbook— Educational Leadership and 
Changing Contexts of Families, Communities, and Schools (Mitchell & 
Cunningham, 1990); and a volume resulting from the National Center for 
Educational Leadership conference on cognitive perspectives in school 
administration— Cognitive Perspectives on Educational Leadership (Hallinger, 
Leithwood, & Murphy, 1993). 

The second force for reform has been the Danforth Foundation. In 
addition to its sponsorship of the NCEEA and its continued support for 
the NPBEA, Danforth has underwritten three significant efforts designed 
to assist self analyses and improvement efforts in educational administra- 
tion, all of which capture multiple elements from the various reform 
documents of the late 1980s: a Principals' Program to improve prepara- 
tion programs for prospective leaders; a Professors' Program to enhance 
the capability of departments to respond to needed reforms; and research 
and development efforts, such as the Problem-Based Learning Project 
under the direction of Philip Hallinger at Vanderbilt University, that are 
designing alternative approaches to educating tomorrow's leaders more 
effectively. 

Conclusion 

We have now come full circle. We have seen how preparation 
programs in educational administration have evolved over the last cen- 
tury and we have set the stage for the chapters that follow. Each of these 
chapters tells a story of an effort to develop alternatives to the preparation 
programs available at the end of the scientific era. Each reveals the 
struggle of a single institution to harners the ferment of the current 
dialectic era to reframe the education it will provide for tomorrow's 
leaders. Collectively, they reveal a good deal about the elements of a still 
emerging alternative vision for preparation programs. They also provide 
an array of frameworks that can be discussed, analyzed, and perhaps 
adapted for use at other universities. We turn now to the cases them- 
selves. In the final chapter, we return to our discussion of what these 
stories tell us about our search for material to reinvent tomorrow's 
preparation programs. 
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Innovative Approaches to Clinical 
Internships: The University of New 
Mexico Experience 

Mike M. Milstein 
Jo Ann Krueger 



The loudest criticism about the preparation of educational administrators 
is usually aimed at the clinical aspect of the p rocess. Over the past decade, 
many universities have begun to experiment with ways of shifting the 
balance of preparation towards more focus on clinical activities and to 
explore methods for enriching the activities and learnings that take place 
during the clinical internship experience. 

The University of New Mexico (UNM) is one such university. The 
Educational Administration Department has, over the past six years, 
moved from an informal approach with a few students taking internships, 
to a highly structured and comprehensive approach with as many as fifty 
interns during any given semester. At the center of this major change is 
the department's Danforth program. This chapter includes the 
development of readiness for implementing the program, a description 
of the program, the dynamics of program change, and an abstraction of 
strategies that may also apply in other settings. 
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The Background for Change 



A traditional program for preparing educational administrators had 
been developed in the early 1960s. Internships focusing on the problems 
of practice were optional for students and few undertook field experiences. 
As a result of the new program, there has been a rapid increase in both the 
number of students experiencing internships (from a handful in 1985 to 
an average of 45 in 1992) and the number of hours that constitute that 
experience (from approximately 100 hours in 1985 to approximately 600 
hours in 1992). 

How did the new program take root? Why did it not go the way of 
so many other innovative programs; i.e., soon forgotten or watered down 
beyond recognition? Why did the program, once implemented, prove to 
be effective beyond initial expectations? Answers may lie in two sets of 
circumstances which were emerging: national and local readiness for 
change, which, in combination, provided support for the fledgling 
internship program. Initiators of the program capitalized on these two 
levels of readiness. 

Readiness: National Dynamics 

The 1960s and 1970s witnessed major changes in educational 
administration programs. In particular, it was the time when behavioral 
science models came on the scene as the basis of educational leader 
preparation. That movement shifted the paradigm of preparation away 
from retired administrators who passed on the lore of the field and 
toward specialists with sufficient preparation in one or more of the 
behavioral science areas who presented theory to students who, in turn, 
were expected to make appropriate applications to the requirements of 
leadership of educational organizations. 

As mounting evidence indicates (Murphy & Hallinger, 1987; National 
Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration, 1987), the 
behavioral science approach has not been highly effective. Students 
report that they are not adequately prepared for the challenges with 
which they eventually have to cope. The lack of effective preparation 
became all the more evident as reform reports of the early 1980s began to 
emerge, identifying many reputed inadequacies within the educational 
establishment, and, in particular, those in the preparation and performance 
of educational leaders (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 
1983; Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy, 1986). 
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As a result, during the second half of the 1980s, those responsible for 
the preparation of educational leaders started to take serious stock of 
their program designs. The University Council for Educational 
Administration, a networking organization that represents 51 of the 
leading preparation programs, took the initiative to examine the state of 
preparation and to identify ways that it could be improved to meet the 
demands for more effective educational leadership. The resulting report 
(National Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration, 
1987) was highly critical of existing preparation programs, arguing for 
closer ties with the field and a major shift towards field-based preparation. 
The report, which was distributed widely, provided the impetus for 
debate and review of programs across the country. It was within this 
national context and growing state of readiness for change that local 
initiatives emerged. 

Readiness: Local Dynamics 

UNM is one of five institutions in the state that are approved by the 
New Mexico State Department of Education to prepare educational 
leaders. The largest state university, with almost 25,000 students, UNM 
is located in Albuquerque, which is the largest metropolitan area and is 
geographically close to the middle of New Mexico. 

In the early 1980s, the College of Education at UNM appointed an 
outsider as its new dean. Being sensitive to increasing demands for 
educational reform, he encouraged faculty to re-examine the relevance of 
their approaches to educator preparation, networked with field leaders, 
and sought ways of expanding the ongoing presence of the college in 
school districts. As one point of leverage to promote these objectives, he 
proceeded to make personnel changes among the college's eight 
department chairpersons. The change of chairs was intended to encourage 
departments to make program changes and to pursue closer interactions 
with school district personnel. In several departments, including the 
Educational Administration Department, he brought in outside chairs 
who he felt would provide fresh approaches to established programs. 

At the same time, the local school district was also undergoing major 
changes. The district is a large metropolitan school system, twenty-third 
largest in the nation. Following a period of declining enrollment in the 
late 1970s, the district was beginning to grow rapidly. A major turn-over 
in leadership was beginning to take place, and the district recognized that 
it needed to participate in the identification and development of the next 
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generation of leaders. With the retirement of an incumbent superintendent 
in 1985, the school board turned to an outsider as its choice. The new 
superintendent, in turn, brought in her own deputy superintendent, who 
was interested in more effective strategies to identify and appoint new 
administrators. 

In short, in a few years most of the key actors on the local scene 
changed, with a new dean in the College of Education, a new chair in the 
Educational Administration Department, and a new superintendent and 
deputy superintendent in the local school district. The combination 
created the potential for change and a readiness for different approaches 
that probably would not otherwise have been pursued. One of these 
initiatives resulted in the creation and subsequent institutionalization of 
the department's new preparation program for school administrators. 

Local readiness also included activities by the New Mexico State 
Department of Education and the New Mexico Legislature. In 1986, the 
State Department of Education and the New Mexico State Legislature 
proposed and passed extensive educational reform measures which 
included an administrative internship as part of the licensure requirements 
for school administrators in the state. The mandate was expressed in the 
number of pre-service clock hours to be completed under the supervision 
of a practicing school administrator. That is, at a minimum, applicants for 
administrative licensure would complete an internship of 180 clock 
hours. The rationale for the requirement was based on the supposition 
that candidates would be able to intern for one hour a day over the course 
of a 180-day school year at the same time that they held full-time teaching 
positions. Although the time specified for administrative internships 
was minimal, this action on the part of the state officially blessed the 
formative stages of the new program and its subsequent development at 
UNM. 

The climate for change within the Department of Educational 
Administration was also positive. As noted, an outsider was brought in 
as chairperson, and new curricula were under consideration. Three 
graduate programs offered by the department had been seriously 
examined and revised. An alternative residency program had been 
designed to meet diverse student career interests at the doctoral level, 
and the Master's and Education Specialist programs had been changed 
from the traditional cafeteria array of course offerings to a programmatic 
approach. It was within such a context of readiness for change that the 
special program for preparing school administrators began. 
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A Description of the Clinical Internship Program 

The new clinical internship program began in 1987, initially with the 
large metropolitan school district, and expanded within two years to 
include other school districts within commuting distance of the university. 
It emerged in a climate of change from plans laid jointly by the key actors 
from the college, department, and local school districts. Two factors 
distinguish its planning and implementation: a design for funding and 
a plan of programmatic elements. 

Funding 

Funding for administrative internships was the first and most crucial 
hurdle. The program's planners envisioned a solid grounding in the 
problems of practice for participants, most of whom would be teacher- 
leaders released from classroom duties for extended periods of time. 
How to underwrite the released time was the question, especially in a 
climate of severe budget cuts and economic uncertainty. The answer 
came, in part, from an established clinical supervision program between 
the College of Education and the local school district that provided a 
model whereby candidates relinquished a portion of their annual salary 
for the future benefits they saw in completing a special preparation 
program for school leaders. The answer also came in the form of 
partnerships between UNM and school districts, partnerships which 
were based on collaboration and written contracts. 

Contracts between these partners contained three major stipulations. 
The first required participants to forego their salaries for a year in return 
for a UNM fellowship which provided a reduced income, but covered all 
program expenses. The second arranged for an associate team teacher to 
guide classroom activities on a consistent basis in the intern's absence. 
The third specified budgetary items needed for minimal maintenance of 
the university's special program. 

Both participants and partners perceived advantages in the financial 
arrangements. Despite a year's reduced salary, interns saw benefits in 
preparing for school leadership roles. In the process, they received 
monthly fellowship stipends averaging about 80 percent of their normal 
salaries, tuition waivers for a master's or educational specialist's program, 
administrative licensure, books, travel stipends for professional 
conferences, and the services of associate team teachers. School districts 
saw advantages in retaining the services of experienced teachers and, at 
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the same time, in training novice administrators for potential vacancies. 
Moreover, districts enjoyed immediate auxiliary support for school 
administrators in the operation of their schools. Finally, the university 
perceived benefits in being able to provide a more effective preparation 
program for school administrators as well as stronger partnering 
relationships with school district administrators. The funding 
arrangements for the program allowed the department to increase the 
duration of clinical internships for students and, at the same time, attract 
a high quality of teacher-leader candidates who, by their willingness to 
participate in underwriting the process, showed their commitment to 
careers in school leadership at the outset of their program. 

Elements of the Program 

Four major elements, which have remained constant, account for 
much of the program's external and internal stability: 1) recruitment and 
selection, 2) advocacy and support, 3) curriculum and instruction, and 4) 
placement of graduates. Table 2.1 illustrates how the university, school 
districts, and other sources have collaborated over time to strengthen the 
program's delivery system in relation to each of these four elements. The 
following sections describe briefly major programmatic elements and 
specific modes for their delivery. 

Recruitment and Selection 

Recruitment and selection processes are organized to find, screen, 
orient, and situate candidates for optimal success as administrative 
interns. Like many other preparation programs in educational 
administration, the department seeks candidates with excellent teaching 
records, high commitment to student achievement, talent for leadership, 
past academic success, and creative energy for solving educational 
problems. 

Recruitment. There are two systematic recruitment efforts. The first 
targets practicing administrators, and the second, teachers. On a regular 
basis the program director sends letters to, or meets with superintendents 
and principals. The message is simpleand can be paraphrased as follows: 
"Schools need effective leaders for the '90's and beyond, especially as 
present ranks are depleted by retirements. Please help us find quality 
candidates by encouraging talented teacher-leaders to consider 
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administration as a next step in their professional careers." The second 
recruitment effort is addressed to teachers directly and takes the form of 
information brochures about the university's program, its intensity, 
costs, and benefits. The school district superintendent endorses 
dissemination of brochures through teacher mail boxes. Information 
sessions are held at local sites to provide interested candidates with the 
opportunity to ask questions and to learn more about the program. 

Selection. Experience has demonstrated that administrative 
encouragement and self-selection are not random. Rathe.- they are often 
mutually supportive and together tend to provide a pool of candidates 
who seek administrative preparation as professional growth, rather than 
an escape from the classroom or a road to increased financial benefits. 
After five years of systematic outreach, local school districts have come 
to anticipate UNM's interest in quality candidates. Inquiries from 
teachers, which formerly clustered around application deadlines, now 
occur throughout the year and are often prefaced with "My principal 
suggested. . . ." 

Once applicants meet departmental admission standards, they are 
invited to participate in the program's annual selection activities. Selection 
activities taketheformof an assessment center which has four components: 
structured interviews, presentations, in-basket items, and group 
interactions. Evaluators come from the ranks of university faculty and 
administrators in cooperating school districts. 

Final admission to the program is selective. On average, of the 
approximately 80 individuals who inquire about the program, 40 complete 
applications and 20 are accepted. 

Table 2.2 indicates data relative to interns accepted in the first 
cohorts, along seven demographic dimensions: gender, age, experience, 
ethnicity, degree sought, level of school, and type of school district. 
Three-quarters of the interns are female, and 41 percent come from ethnic 
minority groups. The average age is 37, with a range of 25 to 59. The total 
group averages 11 years of teaching experience, with a range of 3 to 24 
years. Somewhat less than half (43 percent) work towards Masters 
degrees while the remainder seek Educational Specialist certificates. A 
similar division occurs between secondary (40 percent) and elementary 
(58 percent) level interns, with the remaining 2 percent interning at 
central office locations. The majority of interns (86 percent) come from 
urban areas; however, a small but steady number come from rural 
locations. . ~ 
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Advocacy and Support 

The program begins with three special emphases: arranging logistics, 
preparing for academics, and creating a cohesive cohort. All are designed 
to lend advocacy and support to beginning interns. In addition, written 
contracts, which detail financial arrangements, are consummated with 
school districts by mid-summer. Induction activities for interns take 
place during orientation meetings or weekly summer seminars. Arranging 
logistics and preparing interns for rigorous academics are basic to the 
success of individual interns; however, much of the staff's attention 
centers on creating a cohesive cohort, especially during the first three 
months of the 15-month program. 

Cohorts. The power of cohorts in providing advocacy, support, and 
encouragement cannot be overemphasized. Graduates view their cohort 
as a pivotal aspect of their professional growth experience both while 
participating in the program and after they finish it, as they continue to 
value their fellow cohort members as colleagues in administration. 

Activities which promote cohesion are on-going. One special event, 
however, has been particularly significant in this effort: the annual three- 
day retreat held at a rambling, historic site in Taos, New Mexico. A 
committee from the previous cycle plans the agenda for the new cycle of 
interns. This progression is designed to provide continuity between 
cycles as well as to make incremental improvements in the retreat's 
agenda. Most important throughout the three-day event, group dynamics 
and team development are emphasized. 

Mentoring. Mentoring relationships form another base of advocacy 
and support for interns. Ideally, site supervisors should exemplify the 
best in administrative practice, while also taking time to explain leadership 
strategies, develop planned experiences, and provide substantial 
encouragement for interns. 

Finding site supervisors who are able and willing to provide the best 
possible mentoring relations has been a challenge, and success is never 
certain. Progress has come, however, frorp increased collaboration 
between school districts and university staff in selecting, training, and 
evaluating mentors. In theprocess,atleastfivestepshavebeen important. 
First, interns are encouraged to express preferences for where they wish 
to intern. Second, school districts and university staff have jointly set 
checkpoints for approving site supervisors before final placement of 
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interns. Third, mentor training workshops, site supervisor handbooks, 
and field supervisor counseling have been of significant value in setting 
expectations for mentor behaviors. Fourth, sustained and systematic 
contact throughout the year with site supervisors has encouraged 
mentoring as both instruction and advocacy. And, finally, flexible 
placement processes have allowed the program to utilize successful site 
supervisors on a continuing basis. 

Curriculum mid Instruction 

There are four overlapping modes for delivering the knowledge base to 
the program's interns: university coursework,reflectiveseminars, internship 
activities, and professional involvement. 

University courses. Except for reflective seminars, the interns attend 
classes together with traditional students. The curriculum for master's 
and educational specialist level students includes academic courses in 
the functional areas of program development, human resources 
development, operations management, and administration of 
organizations. Courses in problem-solving, school law, research, and 
foundations are also strongly recommended or required, depending on 
the degree sought. Forty credits are required for the Master's program 
and 37 f u the Educational Specialist certificate. 

Reflective seminars. Reflective seminars are held weekly and, for the 
most part, include only program participants. The seminar's cooperative 
learning activities and problem-solving strategies are designed to integrate 
past experiences with new insights from internship responsibilities and 
to link both with the knowledge base gained in course work. Opportunities 
to reflect both individually and together engage interns in a highly 
personalized process of making sense from their experiences and 
developing an understanding of school leadership. 

Internshipactivities. Internship activities are a third modeof instruction. 
Although it is commonly known that people learn by doing, most 
preparation programs for educational administrators have only recently 
utilized internships on a required basis. Field experiences are particularly 
suited to skill development. Skills, for example, in communicating, 
organizing, collaborating, and managing resources assume more urgent 
proportions when practiced in real situations. Motivation tends to be 
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keener and learning more meaningful when immediately observable 
results serve as either detractors or reinforcers. Moreover, both interns 
and mentors are encouraged to take time to reflect together on the events 
of the school day and to explore alternative solutions to problems of 
practice. In addition to daily management activities, the program 
challenges interns to take risks (under supervision) and to seek expanded 
administrative responsibilities. 

The program emphasizes long-term leadership as well as daily 
management, particularly through the program's unique problem /project 
assignment. Interns identify a school-based problem, devise solutions 
jointly with school staff, provide sustained leadership over a year's time in 
addressing the identified problem, and evaluate outcomes. A paper describing 
the entire problem/project process is required as the school year ends. 

Professional involvement. Professional involvement is a fourth method 
of instruction. While peripheral to other instructional modes as the 
program unfolds, professional involvement may be the most lasting in 
developing careers over time. With this in mind, memberships in 
NASSP, NAESP, ASCD, and PDK, as well as in state and local chapters 
of these associations, are strongly encouraged. To underwrite and 
emphasize the importance of professional involvement, travel stipends 
of $1,000 per intern are part of the program's budget. Interns attend 
national conferences to add to their knowledge of current educational 
issues and to experience the energizing effect of interacting with 
professional educators on a collegial basis. Because such stimulating 
experiences usually create the desire for more professional involvement, 
it is not unusual for program graduates to join fellow graduates in 
continued professional involvement when they have completed the 
university preparation program. 

Placement of Graduates 

The program emphasizes throughout the 15-months that success 
should be defined broadly as persona! and professional growth, rather 
than narrowly, as with selection to a position of assistant principal or 
principal. Thus, for example, if graduates prefer to return to classroom 
teaching, they can gain rom their program experiences and be more 
comfortable with their choice. 

The majority, however, remain clear in their commitment to school 
administration and actively begin seeking school leadership posi' ons 





Innovative Approacltes to Clinical Internships 



even before completing the program. Some find positions quickly while 
others wait until openings occu rasa function of administrative retirements 
or promotions. 

Upon completing the program, interns have found a warm reception in 
school districts. Although no agreements, either explicit or implicit, exist for 
future placement when interns join the program, graduates have filled 
administrative positions at over twice the rate of others preparing for 
administrative licensure in the state. That is, among the total number of 
active administrative licenses in New Mexico, only 25 percent currently 
occupy administrative positions, while to date 60 percent of UNM's special 
program graduates have received administrative appointments, w ith higher 
percents among earlier cycles. Five factors may account for this reception: 
1 ) the influence of graduates' successes as practitioners, 2) active support by 
site supervisors, 3) advocacy and networking by university staff, 4) training 
for entry processes (e.g., assessment center experiences, preparation of 
resumes, practice in interviewing), and 5) superintendent level support for 
the program. Among those who remain in the classroom as teachers, there 
has been a tendency to undertake leadership roles among the staff or in the 
district (e.g., committee chairs, school improvement project leaders, or task 
force members) and to remain visible as eligible administrative candidates 
as openings occur. 



There were a number of key junctures where the program accelerated 
or faltered. As discussed previously, the program was created during a 
climate of reform with unfinished blueprints in an uncertain setting. 
Fullan (1991) suggests five common factors in the successful initiation of 
fledgling programs: 1) high profile needs, 2) clear models, 3) strong 
advocates, 4) active implementation, and 5) loss of momentum, an 
"implementation dip." The program reflected, in varying degrees, each 
of those factors. It also reflected another reality — the existence of a 
precedent and on-going internship program, a program that has been 
purposely retained, despite the success of the innovative program. 

Successful Initiation 

High profile needs were clear to the local school districts as they 
reviewed an increase in pending retirements of veteran school principals 
hired in the 1%0's in response to the WO's baby boom. Further, the 
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leaders of the metropolitan school district served by UNM saw more than 
a need for quantity; they also felt the need for quality. As administrative 
openings occurred, the district searched less and less for candidates who 
could exert authority over schooling at their site after an initial period of 
"learning the ropes" and more and more for candidates who could 
initiate processes of collaboration, re-vitalization, and problem-solving. 
These needs were both real and growing. 

A clear logistical model was available, based on an established program 
of internships for teachers. Adapting the model to fit the administrative 
internship program was an inspired move for two reasons. First, the 
adapted model provided the necessary financial base for released time 
during which candidates could intern administratively. Second, the 
m odel was familiar to local school districts. Although it entailed complex 
contractual arrangements, its efficacy had already been proven and was 
easily transferable for purposes of underwriting administrative field 
experiences. Strong advocates provided active support during the 
program's early stages. Three well-positioned sponsors were the dean of 
the college of education, the chair of the department, and the deputy 
superintendent of the cooperating metropolitan school district. Other 
strong advocates were also soon recruited — two successive program 
directors. In serendipitous sets of circumstances, both directors had 
previously been principals in the local metropolitan school district. The 
directors both enjoyed the respect of potential mentor-administrators in 
the district and were knowledgeable about the district's culture and 
regulations. While the first director's enthusiasm and knowledge laid a 
solid groundwork for the program, the second director's expertise and 
organizational skills moved the program towards broader endorsement. 
With such well-positioned advocates, the program gained momentum 
and acceptance as an improved means for better preparing future school 
administrators. 

An active implementation phase followed. Information brochures and 
internship manuals were printed and widely distributed. School district 
newsletters featured programmatic descriptions. Brief but informative 
presentations were included on agendas at district administrators' 
meetings. The form and content of the program began to take shape in 
a joint enterprise between university and school district personnel as 
procedures for the recruitment, selection, and orientation of candidates 
were planned and implemented. As the number of participants grew, 
university staff was added. The program began with two positions (a 
director and a secretary) and increased to five (a director, an assistant 
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director, two field supervisors, and a secretary). Mid-point in the 
program's second year, the Danf orth Foundation selected the program as 
one of its Programs for the Preparation of School Principals. Danforth's 
sponsorship provided additional funding, technical and professional 
support, validation of purpose, and national status in a state where 
national recognition is highly valued. 

As Fullan describes it, the implementation dip is a period in the life of 
a new project or program which is characterized by decline and difficulty. 
Given a positive set of circumstances, the "dip" is followed by an upward 
curve which allows the new program to reach higher standards of 
operation. He cautions, "Effective change takes time; two to three years 
for specific innovations, five or more years for institutional reforms" 
(Fullan, 1991, p. A-3). 

The program's accelerating momentum lasted two years. The third 
and largest cohort of interns had just been selected and was undergoing 
orientation when the first program director accepted an assistant 
superintendency in an adjacent school district. Even though university 
staff closed ranks to provide valuable support and leadership, several 
months of ambiguity slowed the program's momentum and dampened 
participants' enthusiasm. In fact, by the time a new program director was 
hired and oriented, the third cycle of the program was underway. 
Despite this problem, the credibility of the program remained intact, and 
the partnerships with school districts held firm. 

Several factors appear to account for the fact that the program 
survived its "implementation dip," regained momentum, and, over the 
next three years, reached an even higher standard of operation. The 
strengths of the program's originai conception — high profile needs, clear 
model, strong advocates, and active implementation — had, for the most 
part, remained in place. Under the new director's guidance, active 
regenera ti ve efforts built on former strategies, and major and incremental 
changes were added. At the same time, Danforth linkages provided 
contin u ing assistance for newcomers, and departmental faculty developed 
increased ownership. Internship seminars became more regularized and 
more focused in meshing the knowledge base of educational 
administration through reflective practice with the many and varied 
experiences of interns at school sites. Ties with school districts expanded 
through such joint enterprises as mentor selection and training. New 
initiatives in instructional content and methods were devised and 
grounded more clearly in adult learning theory. Advocacy and support 
for interns increased systematically along several fronts: through 
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purposeful field supervisory practice, individualized evaluations, access 
to staff for personal and professional problems, and sustained influence 
designed to place graduates in administrative positions. 

Institutionalization 

The special program has purposely not replaced the existing program. 
Its complex funding arrangements, which rely on the willingness of 
students to exchange one-year's salary reduction for future career benefits, 
have been both a strength and a weakness. It is a strength because 
expanded internships can be funded for committed students, but it is a 
weakness because the program cannot serve those unable to sustain a 
year's reduced salary. Thus, a parallel program in the "traditional" 
internship has continued side by side with the special program since its 
inception. 

Comparisons between the special program and the traditional 
program have led to comments about "have's" and "have not's," 
particularly in the first few years of its implementation. Some observers 
charged the special program with "elitism," as it developed an unusual 
degree of cohesion, commitment, and opportunity for its interns. What 
some saw as cohort support, others viewed as "cliques," especially when 
special program interns interact > d selectively during regular classes held 
for interns of both programs. Later, when superintendent level 
involvement with the special program translated into increased 
administrative appointments for special program graduates, critics alleged 
"favoritism," rather than consider the possibility of a more effective 
preparation program. Resentment toward the high visibility of special 
program interns became a common detractor from its early successes. 

In an effort to bridge the gap between the special program and the 
traditional program, the department reallocated faculty responsibilities. 
In the fall of 1990, both programs became the responsibility of a single 
director whose salary line moved from soft to hard money. Equity in the 
ratio of field supervisors per program was arranged, while an assistant 
director's position was created to attend to the needs of the special 
program interns. 

Four other initiatives have served in addressing major differences 
between the programs. First, the university staff members of both 
programs meet and plan together on a regular basis and participate 
together in the activities of both programs. Second, weekly seminars for 
both eroups of interns present similar content and utilize student- 
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oriented, problem-solving strategies. Third, advocacy and support for 
interns across programs has been equalized by staff, encouraged through 
mentor training, and reinforced in collaboration with school districts. 
Fourth, expanded internship time has been supported for traditional 
interns through creative arrangements that are independent of special 
funding sources. Success in this area (i.e., time for interning) is limited, 
but about half of the current traditional interns equal special program 
interns in the amount of time spent interning. Although tensions between 
the two programs have visibly decreased as a result of these efforts, the 
structures which differentiate the programs tend to perpetuate 
comparisons, and the potential for perceptions of "elitism" remains. 

Strategies That Can Be Applied Elsewhere 

The initiation of a clinical internship program requires intensive and 
effective nurturing, especially during the early phases of the change 
effort. Four strategies are identifiable in the present instance that may 
also be applicable to other settings. These include protecting the program 
from early critics, securing the support of key leaders, establishing 
partnerships, and addressing authentic needs for win-win outcomes. 

Protection from Early Critics 

Educational administration faculty members, like faculty members 
in other departments, are susceptible to all the ills of academic 
management; i.e., they can take forever to come to a decision and the 
decision they derive may often not be the best one possible because it 
must accommodate sometimes diametrically-opposed positions. 

Compromise often takes the middle ground rather than the cutting 
edge, with the result that the impact of programs is diminished and 
faculty energies are blunted. In such circumstances, one strategy involves 
buying time, time for an innovative program to take hold, develop, and 
make and correct mistakes. In the present instance, key actors in the 
change effort were able to gain valuable time during which faculty 
reserved judgment. The new program was grounded in a number of 
professionally-accepted tenets which convinced faculty members to 
leave the concept and the operational design of the program intact and 
allow it to function for several years before attempting too stringent an 
evaluation of the effort. 
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Support of Key Leaders 

The support and involvement of credible, positive leadership cannot 
be overemphasized. The principle is simple: key players must be 
convinced that the program is important and well-conceived and that 
their support is crucial to the effort. In the present case, the department 
chair and the deputy superintendent worked together to convince key 
power players within the university (the dean) and the local school 
district (the superintendent, several assistant superintendents, and a few 
principals who had the respect of their peers) that the program deserved 
their unqualified support. With this sponsorship in hand, it was only a 
matter of time before a formal agreement was fashioned and put into 
effect. 

Partnerships 

It is also critical that ongoing, cooperative planning efforts be put into 
place. Partnerships between universities and school districts should 
include participation by the clinical internship director, other faculty 
members, and school district leaders who have the skill and influence to 
get things done. Such participants, working together as partners, can 
maximize the potential for the development and maintenance of a 
meaningful program that emphasizes theory, practice, and reflective 
examination of field experiences. 

Partnering is an important underpinning of the entire effort to 
prepare educational leaders. It creates an environment of trust and 
promotes better understanding of the needs and dilemmas that each 
partner confronts. Most important, it recognizes the reality that the 
development of tomorrow's school leaders is everyone's business and 
concern. 

Addressing Authentic Needs for Win-win Outcomes 

The clinical internship program has potential to succeed, partly 
because it is the kind of situation in which everyone can win. For 
example, students can experience a meaningful preparation for leadership 
roles. Faculty members can find greater access to field sites which, in 
turn, gives them opportunities to network, create data bases for research 
and writing, and enrich their courses with reality-based experiences. 
School districts can have a more direct influence on the preparation of 
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their future leaders, observe these individuals in action without having 
to make long term commitments to them, and promote personal and 
professional development within the ranks of administrators who act as 
site supervisors. 

Concluding Comments 

The program currently enjoys high regard from educators across the 
state. Requests to participate have doubled and now come from school 
districts up to 200 miles away. On an increasing basis, superintendents 
consult with university staff in filling administrative vacancies. Other 
state universities have taken time to become familiar with the program's 
selection activities. Graduates continue to advocate the positive impact 
of their preparation on current practice. In short, from a number of 
perspectives, the program thrives — while still encompassing a progressive 
process of incremental change. 

The changes made at the University of New Mexico in the preparation 
of candidates for administrative positions are significant. Students today 
have much more guidance, opportunities for reflection, and time on task 
as interns. Their preparation has integrated the problems of practice with 
the knowledge of educational administration, resulting in their increased 
ability to deal effectively with the complex challenges confronting 
educational leaders. 

The gains that have been made have come as a result of changing 
demands and perceptions, both nationally and locally. Willingness to 
risk and try alternative approaches became more likely and acceptable 
under these changing conditions. The New Mexico story is still evolving. 
Academic offerings are being reviewed to enhance the relevance and fit 
of the curriculum to the field experiences that students encountered. 
Similarly, the dynamics of maintaining two internship tracks — the 
traditional and special — continue to require regular attention and focus. 

Thechanges being institutionalized at the University of New Mexico, 
as well as changes being institutionalized at other universities, such as 
those described in this volume, can be replicated elsewhere. What is 
required is a thorough knowledge of the local area's needs, the 
development of appropriate approaches to meet these needs, the 
willingnesstotrysomethingdifferent, the flexibility to make modifications 
as needed, and the energy to stay the course. 
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The Prospective Principals' 
Program at Stanford University 



Edwin M. Bridges 



Early in 1987 Larry Cuban, then Associate Dean of the Stanford Univer- 
sity School of Education, and Mike Smith, Dean, approached me about 
starting an MA program for prospective principals. Two and one-half 
years later the first cohort of students entered the program. What follows 
is my account of the factors that shaped this program, the process that I 
followed in designing it, the features of the program that emerged from 
these efforts, and how this program differed from the one it replaced. 

Inputs 

Few program designers begin with a clean slate. A host of factors may 
shape program design — designer beliefs, knowledge about client prefer- 
ences, institutional constraints, and organizational resources. At the 
outset I tried to make these various factors explicit and to consider their 
implications for planning and designing the prospective principals' 
program. 
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Designer Beliefs 

For some time I have believed that there is a major dysjunction 
between the "work" of a student and the work of an administrator and 
that this gap is dysfunctional for students who aspire to be educational 
administrators. Accordingly, I deemed it important to design a program 
in which there was a greater correspondence between the work of 
students and administrators along four major dimensions: the rhythm of 
the work, the hierarchical nature of the work, the character of work- 
related communications, and the role of emotions in work. These di- 
mensions are explicated in my 1977 paper on leadership (Bridges, 1977) 
and will not be repeated here. 

In addition to these beliefs about the need to narrow the gap between 
student and managerial "work," I also believed that students should be 
prepared to overcome the major challenges which they would face as 
principals. Two challenges seemed especially significant— obtaining and 
maintaining a quality teaching force and responding to the needs of an 
increasingly diverse student population. 



Consumer Preferences 

Most programs in higher education are faculty-driven. Typically, the 
faculty decides to offer a program and then jointly agrees on what the main 
features of the program will be. Once these decisions are made the faculty 
announces the program and describes it in the university course catalog. 
Potential consumers read the statement and decide whether the program 
meets their needs. They generally are provided with little or no opportunity 
to express their views on what features the program should possess. 

Some scholars express reservations about relying solely on a faculty- 
driven model and recommend that program designers should conduct 
consumer research studies to determine what program featu res potential 
students prefer. One of my students who had an interest in programs for 
heads of private schools approached me about conducting a consumer 
research study on this topic. With a green light from me, she proceeded 
to conduct a study that would assist the Stanford faculty in designing an 
MA program for private school administrators. As part of this study, she 
compared the preferences of private school oriented consumers with 
those of public school consumers. The preliminary results of this study 
(Ballantyne, 1988) also figured in my thinking about the Prospective 
Principals' Program. ^ ^ 
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The potential consumers in the Ballantyne study preferred an MA 
program that possessed the following attributes: 

Program content. Two programs emerged as the top choices. One was 
labelled the "Management Core" (courses in finance, including fundraising 
and development, curriculum and instruction, and personnel). The other 
program, "Instructional Leadership," required courses in effective schools, 
curriculum policy, and classroom instruction to train instructional lead- 
ers to meet the needs of a diverse student population. Interestingly, the 
least preferred program was one that we were offering at the time the 
study was conducted. 

Length. Potential consumers preferred attending a full-time program 
for three consecutive summers over a part-time program for two years 
and a 9-month full-time program. The differences between the full-time 
su rimer program and the part-time program were the most pronounced. 

Practical experience. Students rated three different levels of practical 
experience: administrative internship, field projects without an intern- 
ship, and no practical experience. Slightly more than half of the respon- 
dents preferred a program with an internship; only 10 percent preferred 
a program that required no practical experience. 

Instructional method. Potential consumers expressed a clear prefer- 
ence for instruction that moves away from the lecture method and 
includes case studies, seminars, and discussion. They wanted a wide 
variety of instructional approaches to be used in the program. 

Placement. The final feature that consumers wanted in a program was 
a strong placement program. This program attribute was far more 
important than 1 had anticipated and needed to be incorporated into our 
program design. 

Constraints 

Program designers often lack unfettered discretion; their decisions 
inevitably are influenced in part by a variety of internal and external 
constraints. The greatest external constraint facing program designers in 
California is the State Commission on Teacher Credent! a ling. This 
Commission establishes the requirements that must be met bv institu- 
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tions offering an administrative services credential program. State ap- 
proved programs must be designed to develop specific skills and knowl- 
edge in seven competency areas: educational leadership, improvement in 
the educational program, management of educational personnel, school- 
community relations, legal and financial aspects of public education, 
educational governance and politics, and school management. More- 
over, the Commission specifies from two to nine competencies for each of 
the seven areas. State approved credential programs must include the 
seven competency areas and the skills and knowledge specified for each 
area. 

In addition to this major external constraint, there were a number of 
internal constraints that had implications for the program design. Stanford 
University is a private institution with high tuition and admission standards. 
During the first year, the tuition approached $5,000 per summer. Subse- 
quently, the tuition has risen at a rate of 4 to 6% per year. Students who are 
admitted to Stanford ordinarily have high grade point averages for their 
previous college work and high scores on theGraduate Record Examination 
(GRE). The high tuition and admission standards suggested that we would 
have a relatively small number of students in the program. 

Faculty autonomy represented another internal constraint with implica- 
tions for program design. Faculty members in theSchool of Education decide 
what they teach, how they teach, and when they teach (time of day, day of 
week,and quarter of the year). Ordinarily, faculty members teach during the 
regular academic year. If they choose to teach in the summer, they do not 
receive extra compensation; rather, they take either the fall, winter, or spring 
quarter off duty. Moreover, most faculty members prefer not to teach a 
service course that is offered every year. When faculty members go on 
sabbatical, they rarely are replaced, 

The fourth major constraint pertained to my authority. As Director 
of the Program, I bore considerable responsibility for the entire program 
but lacked any formal or reward power. In other words, I could neither 
direct faculty members to teach in the program nor promise them extra 
compensation or a salary increase if they chose to participate. 

Resources 

As I viewed the organizational landscape, the most important re- 
sources appeared to be the strong and diverse faculty represented in the 
School of Education, the strong support for the program from the Dean 
and Associate Dean, and the release time I was given to work with the 
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faculty in designing a program. I was not offered, nor did I request, a 
budget for planning and implementing the program. Rather, it was 
understood that I would receive financial assistance on an as-needed 
basis if the request were reasonable and justifiable. 

Process 



After inventorying the personal and situational factors that had 
implications for the design of the program, I proceeded to plan and 
implement the key elements of the process that I used in designing the 
program. This process included the following: (l)constructing a set of 
guiding principles; (2)interviewing tenured faculty; and (3)securing reac- 
tions of practitioners to drafts of possible program designs. 

Guiding principles 

Following my effort to identify the factors that should be taken into 
account while designing the program, I constructed a set of guiding 
principles. I shared these principles with faculty members as we dis- 
cussed their p^sible participation in the program and used these prin- 
ciples in making some of the major decisions about program staffing and 
content. The final set of guiding principles is reproduced in Table 3.1. 

Faculty interviews 

In an effort to determine what the content of the program might be 
and how it would be staffed, I interviewed nearly every tenured faculty 
member in the School of Education. During these discussions, I asked the 
following questions: 

1. Do you have any interest in teaching in an MA program for 
prospective principals? 

2. How would your interest be expressed in the program? 

3. How do you feel about teaching in an ins', actional environment 
in which students play an active, rather than a passive, role? 

4. How comfortable are you with relating what you teach to prob- 
lems of practice? 

5. Do you know of anything that might be of use to us in designing 
the prospective principals' program? 

HZ 
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Table 3.1. Guiding Principles for Designing the Prospective Principals' 
Program. 



1 . The role of the principal is to lead people and to manage self, ideas, 
and things in order to achieve worthwhile results for a diverse 
student population. 

2. For principals to become leaders, they first must be able to 
handle the routine tasks of administration; this means that 
principals must have exceptional managerial and organiza- 
tional skills. 

3. To confront the challenges of meeting the needs of a diverse 
student population, principals further need a thorough ground- 
ing in curriculum and instruction and exceptional skills in 
problem solving, in evaluating proposals that respond to the 
needs of these students, in implementing change, and in com- 
municating with and relating to a diverse population. 

4. The preparation requires the participation of practitioners and 
scholars drawn from a variety of disciplines. 

5 . The program should seek to experiment with new approaches 
to training principals. 

6. Trainees should play an active role in the learning process and 
have an opportunity to relate what is being taught to real-life 
problems and situations. 

7. Teaching is the most important activity that occurs within the 
public schools, and its importance should be reflected in all 
aspects of a training program for prospective principals^ 
admissions, structure, content, and instruction. 



As faculty members discussed their responses to these questions, I 
listened to the content of what was being said and to the feelings or 
passion they manifested about what they would leach. Since more 
professors expressed an interest in teaching in the program than could be 
accommodated, I was able to consider the emotional, as well as the 
ideational, aspects of their comments in making the final content and 
staffing decisions. 
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Reactions from practitioners 

During the planning process, I also sought suggestions from practi- 
tioners (superintendents, principals, and mentor teachers) and their 
reactions to drafts of statements about a possible program for prospective 
principals. 

Program Features 

The program that emerged from following this process was pre- 
sented to the faculty in the School of Education for approval. Somewhat 
to my surprise, the faculty approved the Prospective Principals' Program 
unanimously with no revisions. In my 17 years on the Stanford faculty, 
this program is the only one that the faculty has approved without 
revisions the first time it was presented for consideration. The discussion 
that follows describes the initial features of this program and what we 
learned that prompted us to institute changes in our original design. 

Program Goals 

At the outset of our deliberations, we set ourselves a challenging 
intellectual task. We deemed it important to establish one major goal that 
would enable us to make subsequent decisions about what the content of the 
program should be and how the program should be staffed. After agonizing 
several months about the nature of this goal, we settled on the following: to 
prepare principals who can lead people and can manage ideas (most notably, 
teaching, learning, subject matter, and the social context of schooling), tilings, 
and self in order to achieve results for a diverse student population. During 
the early stages of the planning process, we relied heavily on this stated goal 
as we fleshed out the details of the program. 

Although this goal statement proved useful in making staffing and 
curriculum decisions, we later learned that it did not fully reflect the 
realities of what was actually occurring in the program. Through external 
evaluations of the program conducted by the Center for Teaching and 
Learning at Stanford University, we learned that the operational goal of the 
program was more like the following: 

to prepare principals to use a collaborative approach with parents, 
students, and faculty in solving problems, in establishing a high 
quality educational program for a diverse student population, and 
in creating a humane environment. 

* C3 
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Curriculum 

The curriculum that resulted from juggling faculty passions and exper- 
tise, state credentialing requirements, client preferences, personal convic- 
tions, and program goals reflects the contributions of a strong and diverse 
faculty. Both the faculty and the coursework (see Table 3.2) are represen- 
tative of the various social science and education disciplines within the 
School of Education. 

In addition to the coursework, students also take a practicum and an 
internship. The practicum constitutes 40 percent of the curriculum and is 
organized around a series of projects. At the heart of each project is a 
problem that participants are likely to confront as future principals. Some 
of the problems in the practicum include: selecting a new teacher, dealing 
with a teacher who is experiencing major problems in the classroom, 
coping with a school undergoing racial and ethnic transition, 
mainstreaming a child with special needs, and developing a school 
improvement plan. These projects afford participants with an opportu- 
nity to acquire and use the knowledge and skills that are relevant to the 
focal problems included in the practicum. 

Each internship is individually tailored to reflect the student's back- 
ground and career interests. Ordinarily, students have field experiences 
at two levels (elementary, middle, and high school). One of the assign- 
ments must be at a school with an ethnically and socially diverse student 
body. A professor (a former superintendent of a district with an ethnically 
and socially diverse student population) and a building principal jointly 
supervise the intern. 

During the internship, each student constructs a portfolio that docu- 
ments his or her experiences and accomplishments in the field. Each 
portfolio generally is organized around the competencies mandated by 
the California Teacher Credentialing Commission. Portfolios typically 
contain the following: a description of the intern's assignment; samples of 
work done d u ring the internship (for example, school-wide programs the 
intern initiated, reports presented to the Board or other school groups, 
copies of newsletters and brochures prepared by the intern, and class- 
room observation reports); documentation of meetings held with the site 
supervisor; reflective notes written while shadowing school principals; 
and a final report prepared jointly by the intern and the school site 
supervisor. 
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Table 3.2. Courses, Faculty, and Disciplines Represented in the Pro- 
spective Principals' Program 

Instruction of Socially Heterogeneous Populations (Elizabeth Cohen; 
Sociology). This course examines the challenges facing schools 
having multilingual, multiracial, and multicultural populations, 
with emphasis on critical evaluation of problem statements and 
proposed solutions. The role of the principal in promoting 
innovations designed to address these challenges is emphasized. 
Issues related to leadership for staff support and training as well 
as program coordination are discussed. 

Understanding Cultural Differences (George and Louise Spindler; 
Anthropology). This course presents the principles and proce- 
dures of ethnography, with particular attention to its suitability 
as a method for the study of schools. Participants gain under- 
standing of their personal cultural knowledge and its influence 
on perception and interpretation of ethnographic results. 

Vie Role of Personality and Emotions in Organizations (CarlThoresen; 
Psychology). This course presents theories of personality devel- 
opment and the nature of emotions, with particular emphasis on 
leadership skills relevant to maintaining productive interper- 
sonal relationships in schools. Strategies for managing problems 
such as personali ty disorders and Type A behavior are discussed . 

The Analysis of Teaching (Elliot Eisner; Art and Curriculum). This 
course presents various frames for the analysis of teaching, with 
emphasis on the implications for the principal's role as supervi- 
sor of instruction. Participants analyze how teaching is shaped 
by the structure of the school, cultural expectations, and curricu- 
lum. 

The Role of Knowledge and Learning in Teaching (Lee Shulman, 
Psychology; Denis Phillips, Philosophy). This course examines 
the teaching process through a review of the concepts of the 
structure of knowledge in the disciplines and the insights of 
cognitive psychology. Participants apply these principles to the 
analysis of case studies of classroom teaching, to relevant issues 
in curriculum reform (higher order skills, depth vs. breadth of 
coverage), and to the construction of a plan for instructional 
improvement in a school. 
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Table 3.2. Continued 



Effective Schools: Research, Policy, and Practice (Larry Cuban; His- 
tory and Administration). This course critically examines the 
research on effective schools since 1965, including discussion of 
the influence of teachers, principals, district superintendents, 
school boards, parents, and state and national policy-makers. 
Research methodologies, results of studies, and efforts to imple- 
ment results are studied and critiqued. Participants develop their 
own definition of effectiveness and analyze the performance of a 
school or classroom based on their criteria. 
School-Based Decision Making (Henry Levin; Economics). This 
course presents critical issues in developing a school-based deci- 
sion-making model, with special emphasis on improving educa- 
tion for at-risk chi ldren. Participants u^e the Accelerated Schools 
Model to simulate the process of school improvement planning 
and to explore the impact of decentralized decision-making on 
the roles of the school board, administration, principal, staff, and 
parents. Research on the effectiveness of school-based decision- 
making models is presented. 

Politics of Education (Michael Kirst; Political Science). This course 
explores the political process as it is carried out in school systems 
and in state and national education policy debates. The nature of 
interest groups, political strategies, community power, the exter- 
nal environment of organizations, and implementation of policy 
are discussed. Participants use various models of policy formu- 
lation to analyze educational reforms at the local, state, and 
national level. 

Curriculum: A Policy Focus (Decker Walker; Curriculum). Partici- 
pants study issues related to curriculum development, imple- 
mentation, and evaluation, and apply these principles in discus- 
sion of current curricular innovations. Problems addressed focus 
on the school principal's role in curricular decisions, including: 
assessment of the curriculum as presented in a classroom, evalu- 
ation of proposed curricular innovations, and planning for imple- 
mentation of curricular change. 
Note: All courses are taken for throe units (quarter). 
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Instructional Methods 

We employ a variety of instructional methods in delivering the 
curriculum. In the coursework, students are exposed to lectures, small 
and large group discussions, role playing, the case method, and computer 
simulations. The mix of methods varies from one course to another, 
depending on the preferences and skills of the instructor. 

The practicum relies exclusively on one instructional strategy — 
problem-based learning (Bridges and Hallinger, 1991). This strategy, as 
it is used in preparing administrators, was first developed at Stanford and 
later field-tested in the Stanford and Vanderbilt programs. Problem- 
based learning narrows the gap between the work of students and 
administrators and has the following features: 

1 . The starting point for learning is a problem (that is, a stimulus for 
which an individual lacks a ready response). 

2. The problem is one that students are apt to face as future profes- 
sionals. 

3. The knowledge that students are expected to acquire during their 
professional training is organized around problems rather than 
the disciplines. 

4. Being able to use the knowledge appropriately is as important as 
acquiring the knowledge. 

5. Students, individually and collectively, assume a major respon- 
sibility for their own instruction and learning. 

6. Most of the learning occurs within the context of small groups 
rather than lectures. 

7. The basic unit of instruction is a student-led project. 

The rationale underlying problem-based learning (PBL), along with 
sample projects and a case study describing how PBL operates in the 
classroom, is explicated in Problem- Based beaming for Administrators 
(Bridges and Hallinger, 1992). 

Program Structure 

Students in the Stanford program study full-time for three consecu- 
tive summers. Courses are repeated every third year, which means that 
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students, regardless of whether they are in the first, second, or third year 
of the program, generally take the same set of courses each summer. In 
addition, students participate ir\ a field experience during the regular 
academic year. 

We chose this pattern of study as a solution to four problems. First, 
faculty at Stanford hesitate to of fer service courses on a regular basis. Few, 
if any, faculty members would choose to commit themselves to a program 
that involves teaching the same course every summer. Second, Stanford 
is a private university with extremely high tuition and admission stan- 
dards. Under these circumstances, we anticipated that only a small 
number of students would be admitted each year. For the program to be 
cost-effective, we needed to create a structure that would produce course 
enrollments of fifteen to twenty students. 

Third, we are interested in attracting students who are talented and 
dedicated teachers. During the program design phase we interviewed 
mentor teachers. We were somewhat surprised to discover that many of 
them had an interest in administration but were not pursuing certification 
because the evening courses interfered with their teaching commitments. 

Finally, Stanford conceives of itself as an international university and 
desires to prepare individuals from all parts of the world, not just the Bay 
Area of California. By offering most of the training in the summer, we 
have a greater potential to serve a substantially larger geographical area. 
Full-time study in the summer with courses being repeated every third 
year solved all four of these problems. 

During each of the first two summers, students took three courses and 
the practicum concurrently. This arrangement created a serious problem 
for students. Despite our belated efforts to coordinate the reading and 
writing assignments, students sometimes experienced overloading. When 
the loads became excessive, students understandably cut corners; as a 
result, their learning and understanding of the material suffered. 

As a response to this problem, we decided on a trial basis to teach the 
three courses consecutively, rather than concurrently. This decision 
meant that a t any given point during the summer quarter students would 
be taking only one course plus the practicum. After trying this arrange- 
ment for one quarter, we found that it solved the overload problem. 
Moreover, students and faculty alike preferred the new pattern by a wide 
margin. A typical weekly schedule for students in the Prospective 
Principals Program appears in Figure 3.1. 
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Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday 

9:00- 

H : 30 < Course 1 > 



1:15- lstyr 2nd /3rd yr 1st yr 2nd /3rd yr 

4:05 practicum practicum practicum practicum 



Figure 3.1. Typical Weekly Schedule for Students in the Prospective 
Principals' Program 

Recruitment 

In designing the Prospective Principals' Program, we chose to mount 
a comprehensive recruitment effort. To identify candidates for the first 
cohort, we wrote letters to the principals and superintendents of all school 
districts in the Bay Area. This letter announced the program and invited 
nominations of promising candidates. 

In the second year, we tried a different approach. We met individu- 
ally with the superintendents of six local school districts with a large 
population of students from socially and economically disadvantaged 
backgrounds. During this meeting, we explained the program and 
solicited nominees. 

Our third effort involved visitations to six more school districts, 
written letters to a handful of superintendents with close ties to the School 
of Education, and letters to all individuals who had graduated from the 
Stanford Teacher Education Program during the past fifteen years. We 
also enlisted the efforts of current students in the program. 

Through these efforts we have learned a great deal about recruitment. 
Although we reached and exceeded our enrollment targets each year, we 
discovered that our initial efforts to recruit minorities failed. On the 
assumption that the tuition posed special problems for this group (namely, 
they were more likely to be in debt for their undergraduate education and 
they were less likely to receive financial assistance from their families) we 
instituted a scholarship program during the second year. Most of the 
students who qualified for this financial assistance were targeted minori- 
ties (African-Americans and Hispanics). In the three years that this 
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assistance program has been in effect, minority admissions have risen 
from zero to 33 percent. 

We also have a better sense of what recruitment strategies produce 
the greatest pay-off. Students in the program appear to be the most 
dependable and best sources of promising candidates. As we expand the 
number of school districts with students in our program, we anticipate 
that our current and former students will eventually become our major 
recruiters in the Bay Area. 

In the near future we intend to mount a national recruitment pro- 
gram. Since we already have attracted students from Los Angeles, New 
Hampshire, and Nevada, we are optimistic that our national recruitment 
efforts will be successful. 

Selection 

Students who are admitted into the Prospective Principals' Program 
survive a four-stage process. In stage 1, an Admissions Committee 
consisting of three or four faculty members reviews each application with 
one overriding question in mind: Is this applicant capable of satisfactorily 
completing his or her graduate work at Stanford? Faculty members base 
their judgment on several sources of information: transcripts of previous 
college work, performance on the Graduate Record Examination, recom- 
mendations, and the candidate's own statement of purpose. 

If the Admission's Committee decides that the candidate is capable of 
completing graduate work at Stanford, the applicant moves to stage 2, the 
interview. Two faculty members interview each applicant separately for 
approximately one hour; the interviews are structured with two major 
objectives in mind. One is to assess the candidate's motivation, sociability, 
and ability to express themselves. The other objective is to Simulate in the 
candidate a strong desire to enter the program if he or she is admitted. 

Following the interviews, successfu 1 applicants are, wherever pos- 
sible, observed teaching a lesson. In some cases, the applicant submits a 
videotape of a lesson; in other instances, we view the applicant teaching 
in his or her own classroom. Each applicant also submits a written 
critique of the lesson. This critique generally contains the following 
features: a statement of the objective(s) for the lesson, a description of how 
the lesson fits into the curriculum, a description of the instructional 
strategy being used, an analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the 
lesson, and a discussion of how and why the person might teach the lesson 
differently in the future. We attempt to judge the adequacy of the 
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teacher's performance in relation to the stated objectives of the lesson, the 
teacher's skill in using the instructional strategy, and the teacher's own 
insight into the quality of his or her own teaching performance. 

Applicants who reach the fourth and final stage of the selection 
process undergo a reference check. This stage serves two purposes. First, 
it enables us to assess how effectively thecandidate works with adults and 
to determine if he or she has any glaring weaknesses. Second, this 
reference check is an occasion for us to obtain a commitment from the 
district to arrange a meaningful field experience for the applicant if he or 
she is admitted to the program. 

During the three years that this selection process has been followed, 
the percentage of successful applicants has ranged from 40 to 85 percent. 
All of the admittees have subsequently enrolled in the program. 

Program: Old and New 

Tine program that I have just described differs radically from the one 
that existed prior to I ~Gv. Table 3.3 summarizes the major differences 
between the old and the new program along the following dimensions: 
degree awarded, goal of the program, modeling by faculty, structure of 
the program, staffing, curricular emphasis, methods of instruction, and 
recruitment and selection of students. 

Summary 

At the suggestion of the Dean and Associate Dean of the School of 
Education, I initiated an M.A. program for preparing prospective princi- 
pals. The program was shaped by a variety of factors, including my own 
beliefs, the preferences of potential consumers, institutional constraints, 
and organizational resources. With these various factors in mind, I 
constructed a set of guiding principles that I shared with tenured faculty 
members. During my interviews with them, I sought to determine what 
they would teach in the program, their passion for their subject, and how 
they would teach. I also sought suggestions and reactions from practitio- 
ners during the process. The program that eventually was implemented 
differed substantially from the one it replaced. During the past 17 years, 
the Prospective Principals' Program is the only M.A program to be 
unanimously approved by the faculty the first time it was presented for 
consideration. Thus far, 24 students have been admitted to the program. 
No student has declined admission, and no one has dropped from the 
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Table 3.3. Features of the Prospective Principals' Program and the 
Program it Replaced. 



Old 

Degree 

Ed.D./Ph.D. with credential 
Goal 

To prepare leaders who have the 
knowledge to understand societal 
forces affecting complex organiza- 
tions; the ability to question, ana- 
lyze and develop creative solutions 
to operating p rob lems; and the cour- 
age to make decisions in the face of 
conflict and abmiguity 

Modeling 

Not Applicable 



New 

M.A. with credential 

To prepare principals who use a 
collaborative approach in solving 
problems, in creating a high quality 
educational program for a diverse 
student population, and in estab- 
lishing a humane environment 



Important for staff to embody in its 
own behavior and attitudes the 
same qualities that we are trying to 
foster in our students (See Goals) 

Full-time, 3 summers 

School of Education faculty 

Disciplines: anthropology, psy- 
chology, philosophy, art education, 
sociology, economics, curriculum, 
and political science 

Emphasizes needs of diverse stu- 
dent population; analysis of instruc- 
tional and curricular issues; admin- 
istrative skills; the cultural, organi- 
zational, and political context or 
schooling; and the development of 
a humane organizational climate. 



Structure 

Full-time, 4 years 
Staffing 

Administration and Policy 
Analysis faculty 

Disciplines: economics political sci- 
ence, decision sciences, and politi- 
cal science 

Curriculum 

Emphasizes the economic and so- 
cial context of education and skills 
in analyzing policy issues 
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Instructional methods 
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Recruitment 


playing, lecture, and discussion 


Walk-ins 


Solicitation of nominees, interviews, 




walk-ins 


Selection 




GRE, GPA, letters of recommenda- 


Interviews, reference checks, teach- 


tion, and statement of purpose 


ing competence, GRE, GPA, letters 




of recommendation, and statement 




of purpose 



program. No other program, doctoral or master's, in the School of 
Education matches this record. 
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Challenging the Wisdom of 
Conventional Principal Preparation 
Programs and Getting Away With It 
(So Far) 



Kenneth A. Sirotnik 
Kathy Mueller 



Karen Andrews has decided to come out of the classroom. After nearly 
12 years as an elementary school teacher, she is now seriously planning 
to seek a leadership position at the building level. Not that she is tired of 
teaching or working with children — indeed, quite the opposite is true. It 
saddens her to think about not being in the classroom and with the kids. 
However, having taken on increased responsibilities over the years in 
curriculum planning and development, Karen has come to believe that 
she can make an even bigger difference in the lives of children as an 
administrator of a school. So she arranges to take the GRE during the 
summer, sends for past transcripts, and goes through the rest of the 
motions for applying to the credential and M.Ed, program at the local 
university. Karen decides to apply for the winter quarter, since this is the 
earliest she figures she can arrange her personal schedule so that she can 
devote time to coursework. 
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Ms. Andrews' file is eventually received by the Department of 
Educational Administration in the School of Education and is included 
with several others for an upcoming, periodic review process. During 
that process, the committee determines that minimum criteria have been 
met, that Ms. Andrews' references look good, and that she should be 
recommended for admission to the program. 'Tie Department Chair 
concurs, assigns a faculty advisor, and notifies Ms. Andrews of the 
decision. 

Come winter quarter, Karen decides to sign up for one of the required 
courses listed in the Program Handbook; she is reluctant to take on any 
more given this is her first time back in school in a long while. She figures 
that she can complete the rest of the five educational administration 
courses by taking one or two in the spring and then loading up in summer 
when she has more time. This should enable her to do her internship the 
following year. As it turns out, she was wise to take only one course in the 
winter, since she was asked by her district to take on another curriculum 
committee assignment. This assignment, in face, forces her to go on leave 
for the spring quarter. However, she makes up for it in part by taking all 
three summer offerings of educational administration courses. 

During the summer, she also attempts to contact her faculty advisor 
to make sure she is on the right track. It turns out that his time is bought 
out by a research grant, and he is unavailable to meet with students. The 
Department Secretary , however, assures her that she is making the proper 
course selections. In the autumn, Karen signs up for another course and, 
after several tries, reaches her advisor. They meet, and he assures her that 
she has interpreted the handbook correctly ; they also spend a few minutes 
talking about additional course work for completing the M.Ed, and 
Karen's plans for her internship. A few weeks later, Karen learns from her 
principal that the time may not be right to supervise an internship this 
year; the district is also concerned that Karen's time be better spent this 
year in other ways. Karen soon decides that she would be better off to go 
on leave the next two quarters, take a full course load summer quarter, 
and finish up course work and do her internship the following year. 

Things go pretty much as planned this time. The autumn quarter (her 
third year in the program) marks thebeginning of Karen's internship with 
the principal of her school. She soon realizes, however, that teaching full 
time and arranging for a quality internship experience is not possible. 
Most of her "internship time" is spent before school starts and after school 
ends. Her activities range from the mundane (xeroxing materials for an 
open house night) to occasionakwtral concerns (e.g., student discipline, 
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master planning, curriculum committee). However, other functions such 
as supervision and evaluation, fiscal management, and district office 
relationships are barely, if at all, experienced. During the year, Karen's 
faculty supervisor manages to meet one time with her and the principal; 
they discuss Karen's progress, some problems faced currently by the 
school, and educational issues more generally. At the end of the intern- 
ship, the principal fills out an evaluation sheet on Karen. This document 
along with others are gathered together by the Department, and the 
required paperwork is completed and sent to the State Office for Karen's 
recommended certificate. Supposedly, these courses and the internship 
experience have prepared Karen to step into the complex and difficult role 
of the school principal. 



This scenario, although fictional, is a modal composite of the experi- 
ences of students in many administrator education programs with which 
we are familiar. Even though demographic and contextual details may 
vary, we suspect that more generic and problematic features embedded 
in this scenario apply widely to many conventional programs for the 
preparation of school administrators. A good deal of support for this 
suspicion comes by inference given the recent lists of recommendations 
for program restructuring by expert commissions and others in the field 
of educational administration. To be sure, there are exceptional pro grams 
where student scenarios would look a lot better. And there are many 
programs where the scenarios would look a lot worse. 

What are the major concerns with conventional practice? We discov- 
ered these for ourselves having experienced our own conventional pro- 
gram in action, notwithstanding the fact that it must be a good conven- 
tional program having won an Outstanding Program Award in 1988 by 
the American Association of School Administrators. 1 Briefly, these are 
the major points of concern: 

1. There were no formal recruitment efforts, particularly efforts 
targeted toward high potential leaders and underrepresented 
groups. Given our regional location and prominence, we had no 
trouble maintaining a stock of some 75 or more students in our 
program during any given year. 

2. Selection procedures, although formal, were somewhat ritualis- 
tic in terms of checking off minimal criteria (GPA, GRE, three 
references, etc.) No interviews were required. 
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3. Students were admitted at any of four quarters (summer, au- 
tumn, winter, or spring) during any year. Some 25 or more new 
students entered the program in any given year and averaged 
about 3 years to complete the program. 

4. Nearly all students worked full-time, most as classroom teachers. 
We scheduled all required courses in late afternoon and early 
evening. 

5. The program was a collection of courses, the bulk of which were 
educational administration courses developed along the lines of 
the 1978 UCEA guidelines. There was no particular sequence 
required in completing course work; what was delivered in 
courses was uneven, highly dependent on the instructors, either 
tenured or adjunct. 

6. The required internship was typically arranged by the student 
with the principal of the school in which they taught full time; 
hours were accumulated catch-as-catch-can before, during, or 
after the school day. Assigned faculty advisors attempted to meet 
with students on site several times to review internship plans, 
progress, and problems. 

In effect, this conventional program, as in many similar programs across 
thenation, did not directly address much beyond the superficial in accepting 
students into the program, did not recruit members of underrep resented 
groups, nor did it guarantee for students such features as: 

• quality internship experiences with selected mentor principals 
and with rigorous supervision by program faculty; 

• coordinated curricula integrating theory and practice and 
grounded in a program philosophy attending to moral and 
ethical dimensions of leadership; 

• sustained, collegial experiences of peer support and mutual 
professional growth; 

• ongoingcritical inquiry, reflective practice, formative evaluation, 
and programmatic improvement and change. 

These are harsh criticisms — perhaps too harsh, some of our col- 
leagues might argue, so far as describing the conventional program at the 
University of Washington. After all, this was an award-winning pro- 
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gram. Indeed, our conventional program wasprobably better than many, 
particularly during an earlier period when it was managed by an intact 
Educational Administration area, prior to College retrenchment and the 
area's merger with social foundations and higher education in the early 
1080s. 

We take little comfort, however, in relative comparisons. In the 
remainder of this chapter, we will report on what we consider to be a 
direct challenge to the way educators are prepared conventionally for the 
principalship. First, the key features of the Danforth Educational Lead- 
ership Program at the University of Washington will be outlined and 
discussed. This program is in its fifth year of operation, and four years of 
formative and summative evaluation information are currently being 
analyzed. The second part of this chapter will focus on a portion of this 
information pertaining to student perceptions of the program obtained 
upon exit and during periodic follow-up studies. Finally, we will discuss 
program experiences directly relevant to institutional challenges faced 
when confronting and altering conventional ways of doing things. Our 
hope is that a frank discussion of both tribulations and celebrations will 
encourage others to take the required risks in overcoming mediocrity on 
the way to excellence in preparing future educational leaders for our 
schools. 



The Challenge 



ERIC 



In W/\ stimulated by seed money from the Danforth Foundation, a 
small group of faculty and program staff began to seriously consider 
alternatives to our conventional program. After a review of then current 
practices and possible alternatives (Andrews & Mueller, 1987), an ad hoc 
ommittee was formed to develop the skeletal features of an alternative 
program and a process for fleshing out the curriculum. As per Danforth 
requirements, and consistent with our own new directions, two related 
features had to be addressed: stronger field-based components and 
stronger connections with district- and school-based educators. 

We were fortunate on both fronts to have already in place a working 
school university partnership, the Puget Sound Educational Consortium 
(see Keating & Clark, 1988). It has been argued elsewhere (Sirotnik, 1991) 
that without this kind of partnership in place, an alternative program of 
the tvpe we de\ eloped would have been exceedingly difficult (if not 
impossible) to get off the ground. Briefly, at one regularly scheduled 
Consortium meeting, crucial features of an alternative program requiring 
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substantial cooperation from school districts were presented to the super- 
intendents of the major school districts in the greater Puget Sound region. 
Among the more crucial requests were (a) full time, one-year releases of 
teachers to participate in the program and (b) full cooperation in the 
identification and selection of mentor principals for internship place- 
ments. Within 2 months we were able to secure a commitment from 8 out 
of the 14 districts to participate fully in the program development and 
implementation effort, although we had to compromise the full-time 
release request to a minimum requirement of half-time release. Within a 
few weeks, a Program Design Committee (PDC) was appointed consist- 
ing of representatives from each of the districts (usually the personnel 
directors), selected school principals, an., university faculty and program 



Early on, the PDC met monthly defining most of the skeleton, much 
of the musculature, and the beginnings of some flesh for the program that 
has come to be called the "Danforth Educational Leadership Program." 
During the summer of 1988, a subcommittee of the PDC was delegated the 
task of operationalizing the whole so that the program could begin its first 
year, 1988-89. The PDC continues to be a strong advisory /decision-making 
body that regularly reviews virtually every major programmatic feature. 
The decision-making style of the PDC shifted during the third year; now 
the PDC delegates and then reviews work which is largely conducted in 
subcommittees. These groups develop and revise the following: recruit- 
ment, selection and evaluation of students and mentors; curriculum 
review and revision; program evaluation and improvement; recruitment 
of program faculty; follow-up activities for program graduates; mentor 
principal development; program expansion to other districts; placement 
assistance for graduates; and issues of district financial support for 
students. 

Sparing readers numerous historical details, the main features of the 
program as it has come to be now in its fifth year of existence can be 
summarized as follows: 

Philosophy. The program is grounded in a set of normative assump- 
tions that, taken together, constitute a rather explicit programmatic 
ideology. The most fundamental assumption of all, therefore, is that 
human inquiry and action are never value-free, suggesting that explicit 
treatment of values, beliefs, and human interests should be a routine and 
rigorous part of organizational life. Also suggested is a position that 
eschews value-relativism; we argue that one set of values is not just as 
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good as any other. A primary function of organizational leadership, 
therefore, is to articulate, justify, and protect a core set of organizational 
values. The set of values promoted in the Danforth Program is rooted in 
the ideals of human caring and social justice. Translated to compulsory, 
public education in a pluralistic, democratic society, these ideals suggest 
working commitments to the simultaneous achievement of both equity 
and excellence for students regardless of race, ethnicity, gender, eco- 
nomic status, or any other grouping variable that should be unrelated to 
the quality of educational experience. This suggests, in turn, a commit- 
ment to critical inquiry and evaluation of educational practice by those 
who practice education and whose moral responsibility is to guarantee 
the best education for all students. A commitment to critical inquiry in an 
organization with moral purpose implies that reflective practice is not just 
a task for individuals, but for the "community" of educators and their 
constituencies within and around the school. This takes the task of 
principal leadership beyond narrower notions of "instructional leader- 
ship" and to broader notions of educational leadership — the exercise of 
significant and responsible influence in the affairs of the school such that 
conditions are created and sustained that promote critical inquiry, col- 
laborative decision-making, action and evaluation — consistent with the 
normative commitments of the school. 

Structure and Program. An intensive internship is required with a 
minimum of half-time release, five days per week for the entire school 
year. Students (no more than 20) are admitted into the program as a 
cohort and remain together for the entire, 36-credit, five-quarter program 
(summer, fall, winter, spring, summer). These credits can apply toward 
an M.Ed, depending upon the student's degree status and aspirations. 
Among the important programmatic features are: 

a. The first summer quarter consists of a ten-day residential insti- 
tute that initiates students into the program, begins the process of 
professional socialization, expands participants' points of refer- 
ence (from the classroom to the school as an organization), and 
provides intensive work in human relations, communication, 
and group process skill development. 

b. During the three-quarter academic year, students spend the 
equivalent of four half-days per week at their internship sites 
engaged in carefully planned activities with their mentor princi- 
pals. Activities are coordinated as much as possible with the 
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curricular sequence of the program and the typical activities 
during the school year. Each student interns at two or three sites 
over the year. At least two of these must be with selected mentor 
principals (see below). At least one must be in an urban school or 
in a school with a substantially diverse (racially and ethnically) 
population of students. Both elementary and secondary experi- 
ences are strongly encouraged. 

c. Students spend seven hours one day a week at the University for 
class instruction and reflective seminars (based on instructional 
and field experiences). Instruction may be in the form of compact 
curricular units spanning several meetings (e.g., finance; school 
law; supervision; evaluation), or seminars held monthly over the 
entire year (e.g., moral dimensions of leadership; critical inquiry, 
organizations, and organizational change). Ten full Saturdays 
are added over the academic year for instruction and sharpening 
of skills in supervising and working with adults in the school. 

d. Tne program culminates in a five-day institute early in the second 
summer. Activities include: completion of instructional units begun 
in the Winter and Spring quarters; evaluation focus-groups with 
each faculty member; simulation activities to make the transition to 
the principalship or to the classroom environment; professional goal 
setting to sustain habits developed in the program. 

e. The curriculum is jointly developed by teams composed of pro- 
gram faculty and other educators from the College and from the 
participating school districts, and students in the program. Teams 
meet several times during the year to evaluate, plan, and revise 
curriculum for each instructional unit. 

f. The program is instructed by faculty members from the College 
and educators from the cooperating districts and schools. Faculty 
seminars are held quarterly to keep instructors informed of the 
entire scope and sequence of the curriculum and to make neces- 
sary adjustments or modifications for purposes of better integrat- 
ing the curriculum. 

g. Formal program evaluation and decision-making is managed by 
consensus in the Program Design Committee whose members 
represent the College and the cooperating Districts. 

Recruitment. First, the philosophy of the program is made clear in 
written materials and in formal and informal conversations with admin- 
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istrators and other educators in districts and schools. We suspect that this 
begins to screen some students and districts by virtue of their own beliefs 
and attitudes. Second, the structure of the program is also made clear, 
again, we suspect, causing a certain amount of natural selection to occur. 
Third, we actively advertise and campaign for the program through 
Washington's professional organizations (e.g., teacher, principal, super- 
intendent, and personnel director associations) and by yearly visits to 
Educational Service District meetings of superintendents in the major 
regional areas served by the University. Thus, recruitment efforts are 
directed both to the individual teacher level and to the district level, since, 
in most cases, the district must be willing to make the half-time release 
arrangements. Fourth, all districts are strongly urged to identify, encour- 
age, and support ethnic and racial minority teachers with high leadership 
potential to apply to the program. We work closely on minority recruit- 
ment with two major urban school districts and several suburban districts 
rapidly accelerating toward urbanization. 

Selection. Whether initiated by the individual teacher or based on 
district-initiated teacher identification, individual applications are re- 
ceived in the first quarter of the calendar year. Applications must contain 
evidence of the student's ability to meet all structural and programmatic 
requirements. Fu rthermore, students submit a statement of their philoso- 
phy, three specific recommendations (the principal, a teacher of the 
principal's choosing, and a colleague of the applicant's choosing), and 
additional letters of recommendation or support materials. Hour-long 
interviews are scheduled and conducted with each candidate by a team 
including the program director, a faculty member, and usually a mentor 
principal or PDC member. Current students in the program may partici- 
pate in the interview process as a learning opportunity. The questions 
asked are designed to reveal student beliefs and values regarding public 
education, leadership, and knowledge about teaching and learning. 
Based on this corpus of information, a faculty team identifies the top 
twenty students, suggests a waiting list, and makes personal contacts 
with all candidates. Each cohort is selected with an underlying commit- 
ment to racial, ethnic, and gender diversity. 

Mentor Principals. A cadre of approximately 35 mentor principals 
from 14 districts is currently available for intern placement. Potential 
mentors are identified primarily by cooperating districts, but also by 
program faculty and students. Identified candidates are visited at their 
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school by a team of several people (faculty, PDC members, project 
director, former students, mentor principals) for one day; and the team 
generates a written report about the school and the perceived principal's 
role. A portfolio is also prepared by the principal and usually contains 
examples of school curriculum work, faculty and student handbooks, 
articles about the school, and other material supporting the selection of 
the mentor principal. The site visit and portfolio are submitted to the PDC 
for review, evaluation, and a final selection decision. Mentor principals 
indicate interest and give a verbal commitment to work with the program 
when they are visited; formal commitment is made at the time an intern 
selects the principal as a mentor. Mentors review the list of program 
expectations and requirements and sign a letter of commitment at the 
time they agree to work with an intern. Mentor principals meet approxi- 
mately five times during the year. Each quarter the active mentors meet 
to review the curriculum and discuss their role as participants in program 
instruction. The larger group of mentors is invited to join program 
graduates in a series of "follow-up seminars"-discussier.s designed by 
the participants to continue dialogue about substantive educational 
issues. Mentors meet on another occasion for a training session to develop 
their professional role as mentors to future school leaders. 

Evaluation. Strong evaluation components are built into the ongoing 
dynamics of the program; both formative and summative methods are 
used to evaluate the curriculum, the instruction, and the program struc- 
tures The process includes comparable data collected each program 
year Students provide regular feedback to faculty during discussions 
about content and quality of curriculum and instruction; they also com- 
plete written survevs at the conclusion of each instructional unit and 
program component. In addition, periodic interviews with faculty, 
program planners, students, and mentor principals add to the available 
information. These data become part of a formative process which is 
responsive to identified needs-change and improvement can be initi- 
ated before or during an instructional unit. Evaluative focus-group 
discussions are held each year with faculty and students to recommend 
changes for the next program year. After program completion, students 
respond to follow-up surveys at 6, 18, and 24-month intervals. 

Student growth is evaluated regularly in several ways: mentor princi- 
pals give students evaluative feedback during and at the end of each 
internship experience; faculty respond to written assignments and student 
participation in discussions and seminars; and students routinely cnhque 
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each other in terms of communication skills and personal goals, and they 
share reflective journals. Peer editing of written assignments assists student 
growth in written communication skills. 

Faculty also receive evaluative feedback from students and col- 
leagues to make decisions and adjustments in curriculum and instruction. 
At quarterly faculty seminars, syllabi and instructional strategies are 
reviewed to integrate the instructional units. Written student comments, 
focus-groups, and evaluative seminars offer abundant data for faculty 
consideration. 

All of these data and evaluation activities in the Danforth program 
take place in the context of action; they are used to inform program 
decisions and curriculum improvement in regularly scheduled meetings. 
These data are shared with faculty, students, and the Program Design 
Committee for each instructional unit and resurface as part of the forma- 
tive cycle in total program review. 

Evaluating The Challenge 

As the fourth program year (1991-92) ends, fifty-nine students have 
completed the Danforth Principal Preparation Program. Maintaining a 
commitment to racial and ethnic diversity is a strong program goal, as 
reflected in these percentages of minority students: 14% in the first year, 
23% in the second, 42% in the third, and 35% in the fourth. Sixty-four 
percent of the program graduates are female, 36% are male. Twenty-five 
of the graduates are currently in school principal positions, 16 are assis- 
tant or associate principals, 6 work in central office positions, 1 is continu- 
ing doctoral study full-time, and 11 remain in the classroom. Most of 
those in the classroom will continue to seek administrative positions in 
1992-93. Informal conversations, unsolicited comments, and other anec- 
dotal information — all collected from colleagues and peers of graduates 
in the field — suggest these students have improved in their capacity to 
provide leadership in a variety of settings. More formal evaluative 
information follows. 

Data Selection and Analysis 

Several indicators suggest that a positive reputation has grown with 
the program: an increase in district involvement and commitment to the 
one-half time release internship; a larger applicant pool each year; posi- 
tive program reputation among graduates and mentor principals; and 
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program inquiries from regional, state and national levels. These positive 
indicators appear to go beyond the "halo effect" expected with the 
implementation of an innovative program. Still, a nagging question has 
persisted throughout the five years of program planning and implemen- 
tation: Is the enormous energy required to implement this kind of 
program worth the effort? 

In order to begin to understand the question, we focused on a small 
subset of the evaluation information collected to date. At the time of this 
writing, four cohorts have completed the program. The following analy- 
sis is based on information which includes: exit interview data and notes 
from focus-group discussions for all four cohort groups; survey data 
obtained 6 months, 18 months, and 24 months after program completion 
for the first cohort; 6-month and 18-month survey responses from the 
second cohort; and 6-month survey responses from the third cohort. (The 
fourth cohort completed work in June 1992, and their first survey will be 
in January 1993.) 

The exit interview is structured with a common set of questions asked 
of each program graduate. Informal questions and conversation during 
the interview provide additional information. All interviews were con- 
ducted by the second author. Follow-up surveys are designed to obtain 
comparable data from each cohort; these are mailed to program graduates 
in January of each year after program completion. Students evaluate the 
perceived benefit of each instructional unit and answer open-ended 
questions about the "most" and "least" significant program features. 
Graduates also recommend changes in curriculum and program im- 
provement based on their current perspective from the field. Focus-group 
discussions are conducted at the end of each program year, the primary 
purposes of which are to connect and integrate each instructional unit to 
the whole program and to make suggestions for program improvement. 

A system was designed to analyze the data from open-ended ques- 
tions on the surveys and interview protocols. Responses were coded 
using keywords and phrases. This content analysis led to a set of 
categories to which almost all responses could be assigned. Students said 
they: (1 ) gained an understanding of multiple perspectives; (2) strength- 
ened personal values and beliefs; (3) improved ability to discuss substan- 
tive issues; and /or (4) made important changes in habits of thought and 
interaction. During exit interviews, students were asked to reflect upon 
and discuss personal changes they attributed to involvement in the 
program; and if possible, to connect specific changes with program 
features and eurnrula. Program features and curricula which students 
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connected with these personal changes included: (a) the cohort structure; 
(b) seminar format; (c) significant relationships; (d) integrated theory and 
internship experiences; (e) involvement in program change; (f) role model 
provided by faculty and mentor principals; (g) intensity of the "whole 
program". More specific discussion follows. 

Results 

Results are presented and discussed in terms of the four emergent 
categories (noted above) developed in the content analysis of exit inter- 
views, follow-up surveys, and focus-group discussions. 

(1) Understanding Multiple Perspectives 

"The program gave me a broader, deeper base from which to 

work " "I see a broader perspective of the K-12 system." ". . 

. .now I see the bigger picture." ". . . .I'm aware of urban, 
suburban, multi-cultural perspectives." "internships in several 
sites. . .especially out of my district." ". . . .having high school 
experience [as well] — [the elementary internship] gave me a 
passion for elementary; [now] I understand where the kids go 

and what they come out of." " multiple ways of knowing." 

"Now I see teacher training as important." " multiple frame- 
works challenged me to rethink and reevaluate my own experi- 
ence in education." "Now, diversity is a strength in my mind." "I 
see the interrelationships between all the parts of the system.' 

These comments are selections from the written and oral responses of 
program graduates. The program experience apparently opened the 
minds of participants to many perspectives beyond the classroom: urban 
and suburban schools, ethnic, racial and gender differences; teacher and 
administrator views; the social-political context of schooling; the public 
view; different districtsand levels within the system. Students credit their 
broader perspective in part to the cohort structure which forced them to 
"get to know people beyond the superficial level." Diversity within the 
cohort contributed to awareness of racial, ethnic, and gender differences 
in ways of thinking and knowing. For example, most students (white and 
non-white) were amazed to discover the range of perspectives among the 
cohort's African-American students; students came to appreciate and 
value multiple perspectives and to realize that no single group is ideologi- 
es 
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cally monolithic. The program requirement to intern in several sites, 
including urban and suburban districts, out of district, and at more than 
one level in the K-12 system is frequently noted as irfluential for students. 
Further, graduates credit regular discussion time as essential to under- 
standing multiple perspectives. (This discussion time occurs weekly 
during the reflective seminar and frequently durii.£ i'.istructional units.) 



(2) Strengthened Personal Values and Beliefs 



". . . .it's like an awakening, we have to get involved." "Before 
coming in [to the program] I felt it was enough to just do what was 
right for my kids. Now I have a moral commitment to all kids in the 

school." " — now I am compelled to act " "Last year I wouldn't 

have had questions to fire back at him, now I have words in my head 
that I recognize as the fabric of my belief system." ". . .realized the 
enormity of the task — schooling as a moral endeavor — I'm not afraid 

to talk about values, interests and morals." " I think of fairness, 

honesty and equity in whole new ways." ". . . .the program broke 
down my preconceptions." " through careful thinking, substan- 
tiated by careful reading and conversation, I b?gan to formulate my 
belief system." "[the program] reinforced my belief in the value, 
worth, and dignity of individuals." 

These remarks from surveys and interview protocols are typical of most 
students. For some, the program experience validated and gave voice to 
valuer and beliefs; for others, the program forced deeper thinking about the 
assumptions underlying their expressed values and beliefs. Each graduate 
talks in unique ways about the introspection and self-examination inspired 
by program activities. Analysis of the data suggests that several program 
features contributed to examination of values and beliefs. These features are 
described as: time for deep discussion which is often connected to personal 
internship experiences; significant relationships formed with mentor princi- 
pals, faculty, and each other; role modeling of instructors and mentor 
principals; and stimuli from reading, discussion topics, and issues raised 
during instructional units. Some students commented on the formation or 
redefinition of a "philosophical position", others felt their assumptions were 
now "grounded in knowledge", a few say they gained "focus" on their 
personal values and beliefs. Trust, rapport, respect, and openness to chal- 
lenge one's assumptions characterize the significant relationships formed 
among students, mentors, and faculty during the program. In this context, 
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those in significant relationships had the chance to explore their deepest 
assumptions about important educational issues in a safe environment. 

(3) Ability to Discuss Substantive Issues 

"I caught myself in shabby thinking. ... I was almost anti-intellectual." 
"This year helped me want to read again." " — I can articulate my 
position. ... I now have a platform to examine any issue." "The 
broad themes are engrained — issues about education in a demo- 
cratic society, multicultural ed., change process, low SES, why we 

have schools, private and public schools " " greater respect 

for complex issues; deeper understanding and respect for the people 
involved." "I'm committed to creating an atmosphere where people 
can discuss these issues in schools " "Discussions were stimulat- 
ing and controversial 1 felt pressed to my limits " "So much 

of education is superficial show — I'm challenged to bring up impor- 
tant issues." 

Among the issues discussed during each program year one finds: 
achievement assessment, equity and excellence, choice, change process, 
multi-cultural education, site-based decision-making, teacher profes- 
sionalism, social justice, nee ' for dialogue and reflection among school 
staff, moral dilemmas of leauei ship and schooling, tracking, the nature of 
the curriculum, and futures analyses and implications for the present. 
Specific issues arise in the context of a particular year, such as: teacher 
strikes, the Gulf War, ethnocentric curriculum and schools, teacher disci- 
pline, legal issues, and teacher education reform. Issues are examined 
through multiple lenses: legal, economic, political, critical, moral, theo- 
retical, and practical. In each cohort there is strong commitment to 
discuss issues and to link this discussion to what is lea r ned during 
instructional units and the internship. Students associate their growth in 
ability to address issues with the content of the curriculum, the readings, 
and the "basic exposure to information and ideas". Students also note 
program structures as important, specifically the seminar format (which 
encourages discussion); the internship experiences (the context from 
which most issues arise); and use of faculty as role models (whose 
participation stresses the importance of examining and discussing is- 
sues). Perhaps most important, the power of the cohort structure pro- 
vides pressure and incentive to read, research, gather facts, form war- 
ranted opinion, observe, reflect, write, and discuss issues. The close 
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relationships in the cohort do not allow students to go unnoticed or to be 
comfortably unprepared. A strong desire for discussion and analysis of 
issues tends to permeate the atmosphere of each cohort. Student com- 
ments further suggest that discussing issues becomes part of the plan- 
ning, action, and evaluation processes in their schools after they leave the 
program. 

(4) Important Changes in Habits of Thought and Interaction 

Questioning, challenging, dialogue, reading, and dealing with con- 
flict are among the habits of thought and interaction which define this 
category of personal change. The process of change requires time, 
patience, flexibility, tolerance of ambiguity, risk-taking and frequent 
discussion of important issues. Opportunities to encounter and partici- 
pate in the change process are purposely built into the program. Many 
students have made comments similar to the following: 

I'm more tolerant and patient with adults and kids due to the 
pressures they face day in and day out in schools." "I took the 

risks necessary to grow and stretch I'm ready and willing to 

take the risk [of becoming a principal]/' "I learned that the 
answers to questions may change; it is the process of continually 
questioning that is of utmost importance. Questions generate 
more questions and raise the level of awareness." "Change is a 
process over time, taking lots of hard work with no real simple 
answers." "[I'm] prepared to be a leader and a change agent." 
''The changes we went through in the program really help me 
survive in this position as a principal, I know how to deal with 
change." 

Graduates of the program report significant personal change in the 
way they approach problems, opportunities, and group processes. Most 
have a broader view of the possible variations in the role of the principal 
in schools. Students imagine themselves becoming leaders who will 
facilitate, guide, teach, and set norms of collaboration and inquiry for 
students and adults in the school setting. Most students have witnessed 
poor leadership first-hand and recognize that significantly different 
leadership will require new habits and commitments. Students learn to 
value diverse opinion and multiple perspectives in the cohort. Their 
comments reflect new habits: 

O « 



Challenging the Wisdom of Conventional Principal Preparation Programs 73 



" the most significant impact was the focus on people within 

the organization." "To truly appreciate and value others' opin- 
ions, judgment must be suspended." "The skills of getting a 
group to come to consensus are very important." "I'm willing to 
step back and facilitate. . . .get away from my performance 
[style]/' "I used to force people to see it my way, now I know how 
to influence." "I learned to respect the rights and interests of 
parents, students, teachers, and commun ity if I'm planning school 
change/' "I feel a moral commitment to involve all served by the 
school." "Critical inquiry seems rather basic now. .. ." "I find 
myself reflecting on these ideas as I go through a school day and 
ensuring that my behaviors reflect my beliefs." 

Students recognize the modeling going on in the program as an 
important influence in the way they view working with others. They 
participate in program decisions, negotiate their internship role, and 
select readings, topics and issues for discussion (within the general 
curriculum framework). Students are encouraged to challenge the con- 
tent of the curriculum, pedagogy, and instructors' points of view. The 
influence of their ideas is observable in program change. For most of these 
adult learners, participating in the planning of their own learning is a fi rst. 
This experience appears to have a powerful effect on their thinking and 
(we hope) their future behavior. 

Another new habit is "critical inquiry" which students tend to iden- 
tify as "questioning". We hear from mentor principals that these students 
challenge them to think through incidents and decisions with their 
questions. The new awareness of multiple perspectives, important issues, 
and a sense of education as a moral endeavor sets up a commitment to ask 
critical questions: 

"I find myself constantly asking questions, these questions are 
always .'inning through my head: What. . .? Why. . .? Who 
should be involved. . .? Whose interests are being served. . .? 
What is the best thing to do. . .?" "[the Danforth program] 
established a mindset to ask: is this right?" 

Students associate their questioning attitudes with the instructional units 
on change and inquiry, ethnographic methods, and with reflective semi- 
nar discussions. Close relationships within the cohort structure are noted 
as highly significant; students report that the seminars provided a model 
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for questioning and a safe laboratory for practice. Inquiry is further 
described by students as: 

"Reading this year helped me want to read again verbally 

I'm more research based, not just gibberish." "I'm a better 
listener, I can listen and think at the same time." "I know it's OK 
not to know everything, I have people to call." "I can go into a 
school and look around, talk to people, find out what it's about." 

" writing became a lost art we verbalized, now I can hear 

myself when I write, and read and rewrite." "I can hear my own 
silence, before I would have been talking." "I write in my journal 

a lot as a way of clarifying my thinking on the job." " reading 

and writing helps me resist complacency." 

"Reflection" is used to describe a habit of taking time to think, to 
question, and to inquire. Thinking before acting is now valued. Reflection 
(as students describe their new habit) is closely linked with opportunity 
for dialogue. Through substantive dialogue (informed by reading, writ- 
ing, and reflection) students envision themselves as capable of facil itating 
and guiding change within the school. Opportunity to relate practical 
experience and theoretical perspectives through discussion becomes 
vital; students report that this dialogue continues (following graduation) 
one on one, in small groups, and occasionally in meetings of the whole 
cohort. Graduates talk of a "desire and commitment" to establish a forum 
for dialogue within the school. However, many students express con- 
cerns that completing the program means a return to the frenetic pace of 
public schools, and loss of sanctioned time for reflection, frequent peer 
communication, and substantive dialogue — all of which have come to 
characterize this year-long program experience. 

Summary 

This section focused on a subset of the program evaluation data ~ the 
exit and follow-up data from program graduates. Our purpose in this 
section was to explore the link between program features and graduates' 
perceptions of personal change. Other information is available which 
documents curriculum change over three years; other summntive evalu- 
ation reports give student perceptions regarding the quality and benefit 
of specific instructional units and program features; some program 
processes and features are described in detail in other documents; a case 
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study of the entire program and change process will be forthcoming. 2 

This additional information has been used extensively throughout 
the several program years to continually revise and improve curriculum 
and instruction. The exit and follow-up evaluation information reported 
here, however, has encouraged us to continue with this alternative model, 
notwithstanding the ongoing challenges in implementing and sustaining 
the program. 

The Challenge of Challenging the Conventional 

Educational organizations are marvelously self-preserving entities. 
As others have argued (e.g., Meyer and Rowan, 1978; Weick, 1976), a 
structural network of loose and tight couplings make it very difficult to 
alter the system in fundamental ways. For example, tight connections 
exist at ritual and ceremonial levels in a college or school of education 
(e.g., stated entrance criteria, degree or credential completion require- 
ments, accumulated student credit hours, program approval visits by the 
State, graduation celebrations, etc.). Much is ostensibly confirmed by 
these connections with respect to the credibility of existing programs. 

Remarkably, however, the connections at the most crucial points of 
educational delivery — teacher-student interactions and what goes on in 
classrooms — are extraordinarily loose. There are few controls over what 
faculty actually do in their courses and in their advising and supervising 
relations with students. Although one can look concretely at a student's 
transcript with respect to credits, course titles, requirements, and grade 
point average, one has little notion of what the student has really experi- 
enced. 

Loosening up what is tight and tightening up what is loose present 
considerable challenges to conventional ways of organizing educational 
practice. Indeed, it has been our experience throughout the development 
and institutionalization of the Danforth Program, that many of the 
self-preserving features of the conventional program have been directly 
challenged. In effect, features pertaining to structure and function have 
become much more visible, more public, more amenable to scrutiny and, 
therefore, to accountability. Ironically but not surprisingly, we have 
found that the major strengths of the alternative program also form its 
underbelly — its potential source of vulnerability. 

For example, the dominoes of conventional urograms begin to fall 
rather rapidly once the rolling admissions and course-by-course delivery 
structures are dismantled. The "cash-cow" nature of conventional pro- 
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grams begins to rear its ugly head in terms of potential reduction in 
generated student credit hours. Individual faculty interests, often tied to 
individual courses, are challenged by the deliberative curriculum pro- 
cess. These deliberations result less in courses and more in an integrated 
curriculum delivered in instructional units and seminars that must be 
scheduled in the real time of a school year rather than the lock-step 
quarter/semester system of the university. Different units may require 
more or less time, necessitating curriculum negotiations and collabora- 
tive planning. Faculty concerns arise regarding content of the curricu- 
lum, time for collaborative planning, quality of student written work, and 
student advisee and course loads and how to account for them in this 
alternative delivery structure. Administrative concerns arise regarding 
unconventional scheduling of instructional hours and how to account for 
the program on a conventional student transcript. In effect, the Danforth 
Program is a 36-oredit "course" that begins late summer of one year and 
ends early summer the following year. The conventional practices and 
culture of the university do not readily accommodate all that such a 
program implies. 

It is difficult to single out for discussion any one of the above features 
without running into many of the others. However, for the sake of 
discussion, we will enumerate and comment on several. 

Program Structure and Curriculum Delivery 

The 20-student cohort admission and integrated core curriculum 
policy of the Danforth Program plays havoc with the ordinary roiling 
admissions and course delivery model of conventional programs. With 
rolling admissions, students could enter the conventional program any- 
time during the summer or any of three quarters during the academic 
year. Six core administrative courses were offered once during the year 
and then during the summer as well. Students could take these (and other 
required courses) in whatever order was convenient and whenever time 
permitted over an average of roughly three years to complete certification 
work. Given app roximately 25 or more new students admitted each year, 
an average of 75 or more students were in the program at any given time 
generating a variable (due to course waivers) number of student credit 
hours (an average of roughly 850 per year). In the Danforth Program, we 
know that we have 20 new students each year that will generate a fixed 
number of student credit hours (20 x 36 = 720). Thus, the program is more 
expensive to run and requires strong commitment and support from the 
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College administration. The decision to institutionalize this program as 
the College's only program for principal preparation is clearly risky from 
a fiscal standpoint. Whether the decrease in student credit hours will 
matter to the College's economic picture over the longer run remains to 
be seen. 

School-University Relationship and Demands for Accountability 

Risks are not one-sided considering the strong interdependencies 
between the university-based program and district- and school-based 
resources and commitments. Given the time, effort and dollars expended 
by districts for participating in program governance and releasing teach- 
ers at least half-time for internships, the program had better live up to its 
billing. Without some assurance of 20 new students each year, the 
concerns noted above about fiscal viability become paramount. This 
places new and more tangible demands on the program for accountabil- 
ity. Program spokespersons must be able to articulate and defend the 
underlying values and structures that make the program what it is. 
Charges of elitism, for example, are not uncommon in reference to the 
minimum half-time release requirement; and program staff are obligated 
not only to justify the requirement, but to work with districts on develop- 
ing alternative ways to conceive of and realize half-time releases for 
future educational leaders in their schools. 

Sound rhetorical grounding for the program is crucial, therefore, but 
not sufficient. Demands for accountability require an on-going evalua- 
tion system that is not an occasional add-on but an intrinsic and public 
part of the program. Whether we like it or not, the "word gets out" about 
a high profile program of this nature, particularly based on the reports of 
students who experience the program. An authentic and formative 
evaluation system that involves all students, district representatives, and 
program staff is imperative not only for program improvement but for 
maintaining credibility with crucial educational constituencies. 

This increased and more public emphasis on quality control sets off 
other chain reactions in the programmatic ecology. For example, firmer 
expectations are sot for faculty in their advising and supervising roles 
with students. Internship plans are specific and comprehensive; at least 
six fairly lengthy field visits must be completed with each student and 
mentor over the year for the purpose of joint planning and reflection on 
learning, and the whole must be documented and evaluated. This is all 
auite time-consuming, and faculty rightly demand compensation (usu- 
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ally in course load reductions). Rigorous selection of students and 
mentors also demands substantial time investments in the review of 
portfolios, interviews, and site visits. Selecting good principals as role 
models, however, does not necessarily guarantee good mentors. Socializ- 
ing principals into the nature of the Danforth Program and the mentoring 
role is also costly and time-consuming. This all adds up again to increased 
time, increased investment, and, therefore, increased commitment by the 
College to the preparation of school administrators. 

Coordination and Facilitation 

These and other program issues and demands point to the intense 
need for coordination and facilitation. Although conventional programs 
can and should be well-coordinated, they can (and often do) survive 
mostly on structure alone. As long as there are students in the region, 
demands for administrators, courses to be taught, and faculty /adjuncts 
to teach them, admitting students and scheduling classes keeps a conven- 
tional program in business. A program such as Danforth, however, 
requires a full-time coordination and facilitation by a faculty or clinical 
faculty member, with a strong background as a school administrator, and 
with strong leadership, group processing, and planning skills. Directing 
the formative evaluation is an important part of the coordinator's respon- 
sibilities. Additional features of the job include outreach and recruitment, 
planning, scheduling and rescheduling instructional units, reflective 
seminars, Saturday sessions, selected instructional units, mentor princi- 
pal meetings, curriculum deliberation groups, student interviews, site 
visits to schools, etc. The coordinator must be mentor and role model for 
students, a group facilitator and instructor, and a curricular link over the 
entire course of the program. Although there are strong instructional and 
supervisory connections with other faculty in the program, the link with 
the program coordinator is crucial. 

Thus, again, a major strength of this program — a highly coordinated 
and facilitated curriculum — can be a major liability, if the coordinating 
and facilitating functions are (a) not valued and supported by the College 
in both dollars and academic reward (e.g., promotion and tenure) and/ 
or (b) dependent upon a single individual rather than on a core staff, any 
one of whom could perform the functions. 
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New Demands on Faculty 

Another cluster of challenges relate to the kinds of demands on 
faculty with respect to teaching styles, interactions with students, inter- 
actions with other faculty and adjunct staff, supervision requirements, 
and curriculum inquiry and planning. For some faculty used to conven- 
tional programs, these demands may be quite new. For example, instruc- 
tors in the Danforth Program do not have the "luxury" of doing what they 
please within the confines of assigned courses and course titles; they lose 
a degree of faculty autonomy with regard to curriculum and instruction. 
To be sure, instructors take on primary responsibilities for particular 
instructional units; but they must work collaboratively and publicly with 
the rest of the instructional staff, student representatives, and advisory 
members of the Program Design Committee. Syllabi are shared, critiqued 
and revised in an effort to achieve as integrated a curriculum as possible. 
Instructors must be responsive to the evaluation information routinely 
collected. Moreover, program philosophy is continually evaluated in 
order to maintain a working consensus on fundamental norms that drive 
the program. 

This is not to say, however, that there is always consensus on what 
knowledge is of most worth and on the priority of content blocks and 
seminars that must be delivered in the finite amount of time available for 
instruction. Agreeing on general domains of knowledge (social and 
normative foundations of educational leadership; legal, fiscal, and politi- 
cal context; teaching, learning, and instructional supervision; organiza- 
tional analysis, human relations, and educational change; assessment and 
evaluation) is one thing; articulating the curriculum in these domains and 
developing priorities for instructional delivery is quite another. Ideologi- 
cal disagreements and differences in educational beliefs between faculty 
become apparent (e.g., more role-specific conceptions of professional 
training versus more generic conceptions of core curriculum for leader- 
ship). In conventional programs, fundamental disagreements can be 
swept under the rug of 3-5 credit, intact courses taught however and by 
whomever is assigned to them. In the Danforth program, however, what 
gets taught is a negotiated process wherein faculty must consider their 
own interests and expertise in the context of the entire scope and se- 
quence, and breadth and depth, of the curriculum. This is not an easy 
process; it takes time and absolute closure is not an outcome. Working 
consensus can be achieved; but it must be continually reviewed by faculty 
who arc willing and able to engage in curriculum deliberations. 
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Use of Adjunct Faculty 

The reliance upon adjunct faculty (usually educators from the K-12 
districts and schools) in conventional programs is notorious. Typically, 
this reliance is not planned, adjuncts are recruited with little quality 
control, and the whole process is designed so that tenure-line faculty can 
be released to do other things. This does not make for a coordinated 
program with continuity and consistency in leadership and curriculum. 
In the Danforth Program, adjunct faculty are typically used on purpose, 
and not just any adjuncts will do. We feel that it is important to have a core 
group of educators, from both the university and the schools, that comple- 
ment each other in expertise, experience, and teaching capabilities. This 
again places heavy demands upon instructional staff for collaboration 
and parity in decision-making, regardless of whether staff come from the 
schools or the university. Faculty at the university who are used to 
working alone and/or are not willing to work collaboratively are less 
valuable to a program like Danforth. Institutionalizing such a program, 
therefore, may result in "losing" tenure-line faculty while at the same time 
increasing costs for adjuncts. 

Faculty-Student Relationships 

Finally, the nature of faculty-student relationships has also come 
under increased scrutiny in this program. Students in the program 
average 15 years of experience as professional educators, primarily 
classroom teachers. Faculty have much to learn from them, as they do 
from faculty. The program emphasizes collaboration, collegiality and 
encouragement of leadership in others as fundamental characteristics of 
principal leadership. It is imperative that these same characteristics are 
modeled by faculty in their relationships with students. Danforth is not 
a program for faculty who are accustomed to lecturing students for long 
periods of time. It is a program where a variety of pedagogical methods 
are used. Much of the teaching and learning occurs in seminar format 
where concepts and assigned readings are critically discussed in relation 
to students' internship experiences and their experiences more generally 
as educators. Syllabi and planned instruction are modified to meet the 
emerging needs and interests of the students in the program. The super - 
vision relationship between faculty advisors and students is similarly 
affected. The model is more collegia 1 and more dependent on critical 
thinking and reflective practice; this will be less comfortable for faculty 
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who conceive of the supervisory process as expert versus novice and as 
a series of evaluative ratings and checklists. 

Concluding Comments 

"Innovative" programs of the present can become the "conventional" 
programs of the future. It is all too easy in the passion of commitment and 
the struggle of development, implementation, and sustenance to become 
parochial in one's own "alternative" conceptions and actions. It is 
important for people in organizations who undertake significant pro- 
gram change to maintain a self-critical and reflective stance in relation to 
their own work. 

It is also important to emphasize that by challenging conventional 
programs, we do not mean to suggest that they must be inferior by their 
very nature. We have suggested, however, that even when left unat- 
tended and uncared for in significant ways, these programs can still 
survive mostly on structure alone. Regardless of program quality, cycles 
of reform reports, complaints of constituencies, and the like, these pro- 
grams have remarkable capacities for self-preservation and longevity. It 
should not be surprising, therefore, that direct challenges to conventional 
programs and their homeostatic natures are the very sources for new 
concerns in program restructuring and survival. 

None of these concerns, however, is sufficient reason for not experi- 
menting with major alternatives to conventional programs. The admin- 
istrator "preparation programs" of the Karen Andrews' of the world 
should not be tolerated. Challenging conventional programs will always 
be uncomfortable and upsetting for an ecology of organizational and 
programmatic mediocrity. The real challenge, however, is not to conven- 
tional programs themselves. The real challenge is to ourselves— we 
faculty in "ed. admin." programs— and our obligations as educators. The 
real challenge is to live up to our moral responsibilities to the students and 
staffs in the schools that may well end up with administrators that we 
prepare. We are ethically bound to create and deliver the best educational 
leadership programs possible. And much more is possible than what 
typically passes for administrator preparation. 
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Notes 

1. This conventional program has been officially terminated as of the 
1992-93 academic year and has been replaced by the Danforth program, 
now in its fifth year of operation. 

2. Several documents and evaluation reports are used internally at the 
University of Washington. These are available to faculty, students, PDC 
members and curriculum deliberation teams, including: "Evaluation 
Summary: Three Years of Curriculum Change and Improvement" (May 
1991); summaries of student comments and ratings for each instructional 
unit and program feature; a "Danforth Educational Leadership Program 
Handbook"; a program notebook that includes syllabi and course read- 
ings for each instructional unit; a brief program description entitled "An 
Innovative Program for the Education of Future School Principals" 
(Sirotnik, K. & Mueller, K., Autumn 1990) in The Notebook, College of 
Education, University of Washington. Several unpublished papers have 
been presented at national meetings (see References). A case study of the 
change process will be forthcoming as a dissertation by the second author 
in Spring 1993. 
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Program in Educational Adminis- 
tration 
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Introduction 

In the Summer of 1991, the University of Utah's Department of Educa- 
tional Administration launched its revised Ed.D. Program. This program 
marks a significant departure in the department's approach to the prepa- 
ration of educational administrators, because its curriculum explicitly 
links theory and research to the field-based experiences of students. In 
this chapter r we trace the development of the revised program, describe 
its components, and discuss some of the lessons that we have already 
learned during thr first year of the program's implementation. 

Because the revised Ed.D. program departs considerably from pro- 
grams with which faculty members were familiar, we took what for us 
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was an unorthodox approach to organizing the program. Karl Weick 
(1989) notes that imp ro visa tional jazz shares much with the process of 
organizing. He explains that "in jazz, as in organizations, a little structure 
goes a long way. Jazz improvisation starts with and gets its bearing from 
a melody, returns occasionally to that melody, but the melody becomes 
the pretext to generate new experience that can be only dimly glimpsed 
in advance" (Weick, 1989, p. 243). 

In organizing the revised Ed.D. program, we took Weick's jazz band 
metaphor to heart. One consequence has been that the distinction 
between program development and implementation has all but disap- 
peared. An ad hoc committee began by establishing the program's basic 
structures. Then, faculty members and students, guided loosely by these 
structures, began to shape the program. Like jazz musicians, we devel- 
oped the program as we implemented it. As inexperienced 
improvisationists, we moved by fits and starts, and the resulting uncer- 
tainty produced a fair amount of stress. Over the course of the program's 
first year, we recorded its emergent organization in a numbei of ways, 
including the systematic collection of interview and observational data 
and the development of a set of papers on various aspects of the program. 
We drew on some of these sources in compiling this chapter. 



Prior to revising its Ed.D. program, the Department of Educational 
Administration's offerings were quite conventional. The department 
offered a Master's program, an administrator certification program and 
two doctoral programs: a Ph.D. program and an Ed.D. program. 

The Ed.D. program, while ostensibly providing advanced preparation 
for practicing administrators, differed little from the Ph.D. program. Thus, 
it conformed closely to the arts and science model of graduate education. 
Ed.D. students along with their peers in the Ph.D. pi ^jram took a series of 
doctoral seminars in the department. Seminar topics ranged from educa- 
tional finance to higher education to organizational theory. Ed.D. students 
were also required to take a number of courses outside the department, 
including some work in research methods. Upon completing their 
coursework, Ed.D. students, like their peers in the Ph.D. program, took a 
comprehensive, written Qualifying Examination. Ed.D students then de- 
fended a dissertation proposal. Finally, they defended their completed 
dissertations. These dissertations usually took the form of empirical studies 
guided by concepts and theories drawn from the social and behavioral 



The Status Quo 




107 



Structured Improvisation 



87 



sciences. Hence, they differed little if any from Ph.D. dissertations. In the 
years leading up to the revision of the Ed.D. program, the vast majority of 
dcKitoralstudentsineducationaladministration — most of whom intended to 
pursue careers as practitioners — opted for the Ph.D. program. 

One feature of the department's Master's program is worch noting in this 
chapter. Master's students progress through the program in cohorts. Each 
year one master's cohort is admitted. Over two academic years, it advances 
through a set of core courses in the department. The department, in fact, 
offers courses specifically for its master's cohorts. Master's students have 
little latitude in selecting courses. They do, however, choose from a handful 
of courses to fulfill curriculum and instruction requirements for administra- 
tive certification. Generally, the department's experience with the cohort 
system has been positive. It eases the department's burden in scheduling 
courses. It also encourages students to formstudy and support groups. And, 
in most instances, the informal commitments that develop among students 
seem to contribute to their developing commitments to the department. 

Pressures for Change 

Pressures to revise the Ed.D. program came from several corners in 
the department's environment. They included the university, the local 
market for doctoral students, and the national press for educational 
reform. 

The University 

It would clearly overstate the case to claim that the University of Utah 
had pressed the Department of Educational Administration to revise its 
Ed.D. program. In fact, during the years immediately preceding the 
revision of the Ed.D. program, the department enjoyed a very positive 
reputation among university administrators, a reputation which re- 
flected the department's general rise in fortunes on the national scene. 
However, a review of the department conducted by the University's 
Graduate Council in 1989 recommended that a clearer distinction be 
drawn between the Department of Educational Administration's Ph.D. 
and Ed.D. programs. The Graduate Council is a faculty arm of university 
administration and reviews all academic departments in an effort to 
maintain the university's academic standar -Is. 

While the 1989 Graduate Council review of the Department of 
Educational Administration was generally laudatory, the Council made 
several recommendations. Among them was the following: 
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Change the design of the Ed.D. to accommodate students who are 
employed full-time. Possibilities include a shorter residency 
requirement and clearer focus on matters of practice. Not only 
would this sharpen the distinction between the Ed.D. and Ph.D. 
degrees, it may appeal to a new segment of the market in the face 
of the declining pool of able applicants. 

The Local Market for Doctoral Students 

As the Graduate Council's recommendation reveals, the Department 
of Educational Administration had experienced a drop in the number of 
qualified applicants to its doctoral programs during the late 1980s. 
Informal feedback from administrators in school districts proximate to 
the University of Utah tended to attribute the decline to two factors. 

Residency Requirement 

The first had been a point of contention between the department and 
prospective doctoral students for some time. 1 1 in vol ved the department's 
residency requirement. The university required that doctoral students be 
in full-time residency for three consecutive quarters. According to 
university policy, residency meant only that a student was enrolled for 9 
credits (roughly 3 courses) per quarter. The department had adopted a 
more stringent standard which required that doctoral students in resi- 
dency work no more than half-time. Naturally this meant that practicing 
administrators had to leave their positions for one academic year in order 
to meet the department's residency requirement. Many prospective 
applicants were reluctant to do so, because their salaries were needed to 
support families or because they feared that their absence could cost them 
their positions or opportunities for advancement. Because doctoral 
programs in educational administration at other universities in Utah did 
not hold to such stringent residency requirements, it was widely believed 
that the University of Utah was beginning to lose in the doctoral market- 
place. 

Arts and Science Orientation 

A second factor that may have contributed to the decline in qualified 
applicant's to the department's doctoral programs was the nature of the 
programs themselves. As noted earlier, the programs, including the 
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Ed.D., had traditional arts and sciences orientations. Consequently, a 
number of departmental stakeholders, including some faculty members, 
believed that the department did not have an advanced program that met 
the professional needs of practicing educational administrators. In 
contrast, a large private university in Utah offered a doctoral program in 
educational administration that was perceived by some to be more suited 
to the needs of practitioners. Its orientation was more field-based, and it 
did not require a yearlong residency. The problem of having an Ed.D. 
program that was not perceived to meet the professional needs of practi- 
tioners was an issue with which the University of Utah's Department of 
Educational Administration had been struggling for some time, but had 
done little about. 

National Climate of Educational Reform 

It has been widely documented that the 1980s were a decade of 
educational reform in the United States. The publication of A Nation at 
Risk in 1983 initiated what has been called the "first wave" of reform, 
reform aimed largely at improving existing programs and tightening 
standards. The disappointing results of those initial efforts gave rise to a 
"second wave" of reform, reform aimed at restructuring education and its 
institutions. While initially slow to react (Murphy, 1990), the field of 
educational administration began to develop reform initiatives of its own. 
This is reflected in the emergence of groups such as the National Policy 
Board on Educational Administration which emerged in the latter half of 
the 1980s to develop and implement a reform agenda in educational 
administration (see Chapter 1 this volume). 

The Danforth Foundation, which funded the Policy Board, earlier 
had initiated a program to facilitate the development of innovative 
approaches to administrator training. In 1987, the University of Utah's 
Department of Educational Administration was selected as one of four 
departments to participate in the first stage of Danforth's program. 
Danforth provided a small grant, technical support, and opportunities to 
meet with other participating departments. The University of Utah 
focused its efforts on the development of a revised Ed.D. program, a 
"design studio" and a skills laboratory. 

By the end of its two year involvement in the Danforth project, the 
department had mounted a small-scale pilot of the design studio featured 
in a seminar on the principalship. The department also made a comnv*- 
ment to continuing the development and implementation of an advanced 

i : o 



90 



PREPARING TOMORROW'S SCHOOL LEADERS 



preparation program for practicing administrators. Thus, in 1990 the 
Department Chair appointed a committee of faculty members to com- 
plete the development of the revised Ed.D. program. 

Reorganizing the Ed.D. Program 

The department's efforts to reorganize its Ed.D. program had several 
elements, all of which were very much intertwined. In this chapter, we 
discuss three of the more important elements: structure, programmatic 
parameters, and background information. We conclude with a chrono- 
logical summary of the process that led to the revised program's ap- 
proval. 

Elements of the Reorganizing Process 

Structure 

The department employed simple, conventional structures in revis- 
ing its Ed.D. program. In the Spring of 1990 an ad hoc committee of four 
faculty members was assigned the task of revising the program. Apart 
from a general understanding that the revised program w f ould have a 
strong field-based component, the committee was given carte blanche to 
do its work. The committee met weekly to insure its steady progress. 

One of the committee's first actions w r as to organize an advisory 
group of superintendents from local school districts. The committee 
employed the advisory group in three ways. First, it sought superinten- 
dents' recommendations for what should be included in the program. 
Second, the committee received feedback from superintendents at vari- 
ous stages of the program's development. Third, the committee gained 
the superintendents' support for the program and for their employees' 
future involvement in the program. 

The committee reported its progress to the full faculty during the 
department's regular, quarterly meetings. When program revisions were 
completed, the committee presented them to the faculty for its approval. 
After a few minor additions and adjustments were made, the faculty 
adopted the revised program. Individual faculty members were then 
assigned the task of revising outlines and catalogue descriptions of the 
courses they would teach in the revised Ed.D. program. 
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Programmatic Parameters 

In addition to the general goal of developing a field-based, advanced 
preparation program, the committee adopted two specific parameters fo r 
the program which had important implications for its development, 
adoption and implementation. First, the program had to be feasible. 
Second, it had to be described in language that did not vary greatly from 
the norms of a research university. 

Feasible with existing resources. The committee decided that the 
program, whatever its configuration, would have to be feasible without 
the infusion of additional resources into the department. The reasoning 
wassimple. If the new program required resources beyond those already 
available in the department, it would not survive in the long-term. 

Gaining institutional approval. The committee also decided that it 
would attempt to take the path of least or, at least, minimal resistance. It 
sought to develop a program, the description of which would draw as 
little scrutiny as possible from university officials whose approval would 
have to be gained. There were two reasons for adopting this position. 
First, the department was committed to beginning implementation in the 
Summer of 1991, which meant that the committee had a little more than 
one calendar year to develop the program and have it approved. Second, 
because the University of Utah is a research-oriented institution, a field- 
based professional preparation program was likely to be viewed with 
skepticism by university officials. Thus, if the committee could describe 
the curriculum using language familiar to university officials, then it 
would enhance the likelihood of the program's eventual and timely 
approval by the university. 

Background Information 

Guided by the focus on a field-based program and within the two 
parameters described above, the committee collected and studied three 
types of background information. The information concerned the following 
issues: policies regarding program approval, other professional preparation 
programs within the universiy, and the department's course offerings. 

I Inivcrsityand college policies. The committee examined policies of the 
university and college of education bearing on the approval of new 
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programs. Beyond determining the various forms that had to be com- 
pleted and documents that had to be prepared, the committee also 
discovered that the process for approving a program revision was much 
less involved than the process for approving a new program. 

Existing professional programs. The committee also collected and studied 
advanced preparation programs in other professional schools of the univer- 
sity, including programs in business administration and architecture. A 
professional doctorate offered by the School of Pharmacy proved to be most 
informative. The committee conferred with an individual who had been 
instrumental in developing that program, which recently had gained the 
university's approval. Among other things, the committee learned that the 
doctorate in pharmacy required a "clinical research study" rather than a 
dissertation as part of its requirements for graduation. 

The department's course offerings. Finally, the committee reviewed 
both the department's complete catalogue of course offerings and the list 
of courses that the department had actually offered in the recent past. This 
review produced several useful pieces of information. For one, the 
department had not offered some courses for several years. More 
importantly, the department already listed courses covering most, if not 
all, of the content areas that the committee was considering for inclusion 
in the new Ed.D. program. Finally, the faculty was already teaching close 
to a full load of courses. 

The Organizing Process 

The committee charged with organizing the Department of Educa- 
tional Administration's new Ed.D. program proceeded in two stages: 
developing the program's structure and gaining the approval of the 
department, college, and university. In this section, we briefly summa- 
rize the committee's work. We purposely exclude many details of the first 
stage, in particular, because we cover them later in our description of the 
program's features. 

Developing the Program's Structure 

The committee held its initial meeting in the Spring of 1990. The 
committee's four members set a rough time-line for completing their 
charge. 
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Early on, the committee decided that the Ed.D. program, like the 
department's master's program, should admit students in cohorts. It also 
proposed the program's core content areas. This will be discussed in detail 
in the section of this paper that describes the program's components. 

The committee then collected information on college and university 
policies regarding program adoption, ad vancoJ preparation programs in 
other professional schools and the department's course offerings. Based 
on its review of college and university policies, the committee decided 
that it would frame its task as one of revising the existing Ed.D. program 
rather than designing a new program. As noted earlier, revisions required 
a less rigorous process for approval than did new programs. For example, 
new programs had to be approved by the Utah Board of Regents, while 
revisions did not. 

Based on information regarding the School of Pharmacy's newly 
approved professional doctorate, the committee recommended that the 
dissertation be replaced with the "clinical research study." The commit- 
tee proposed this language because university administration had sanc- 
tioned the clinical research study as the culminating experience of the 
doctorate in pharmacy. The committee also recommended a change in 
the department's policy on the residency requirement. This was largely 
in response to input from administrators in local districts, some of whom 
were prospective doctoral students. 

Finally, the committee recommended the incorporation of existing 
doctoral seminars in the revised Ed.D. program. The seminars would be 
open to students in both the Ph.D. program and the revised Ed.D. 
program. For Ed.D. students, these seminars would form the "theory/ 
research" dimension of their program. This decision was based on the 
committee's effort to maintain a manageable teaching load for faculty 
members. The concern over teaching loads also contributed to the 
decision to employ clinical faculty members to work with students on 
field projects. 

Wher the committee had fashioned the program's basic structure, it 
sought feedback from a group of superintendents of school districts from 
which the department recruits most of its students. The superintendents 
suggested minor modifications, but generally supported the program. 

The committee then submitted the program to the department's 
faculty. Again, with minor modifications, the program revisions were 
approved. The committee then delegated the responsibility for revising 
catalogue descriptions of courses and developing proposals for new 
courses to professors, based on who was likely to teach a given course. By 
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Ihe Summer of 1990, program revisions were completed. Later, in the 
Spring of 1991, several courses on issues in higher education were added 
to the Ed.D. curriculum. These additions were proposed by two faculty 
members with expertise in higher education because several students in 
the existing doctoral programs worked in post-secondary educational 
institutions. 

Gaining Approval of Program Revisions 

The proposed program revisions had to be approved at four levels of 
university governance: the School of Education's Curriculum Commit- 
tee, the Graduate School, the University Faculty Senate, and the Univer- 
sity Institutional Council. The proposal moved smoothly through each 
level. 

Tine proposal for revising the Ed.D. program in educational adminis- 
tration was submitted to the Graduate School of Education's Curriculum 
Committee in the Fall of 1990. The chair of the department and chair of 
the committee that revised the program met with the Curriculum Com- 
mittee. Members of the Curriculum Committee raised few questions 
about the program, the most pointed of which asked if the admission 
standard requiring students to hold positions of leadership in educational 
organizations could work to the disadvantage of women and minority 
group members. The representatives of the Department of Educational 
Administration answered that the department's master's program was 
the program aimed at preparing students for entry level administrative 
positions and that the Ph.D. program was open to students who did not 
hold administrative posts. The Curriculum Committee approved the 
proposed program revisions. 

Before submitting the proposed revisions to the University's Gradu- 
ate School, the department and program revision committee chairs met 
with the Dean of the Graduate School. The Dean raised questions that 
focused on the "Clinical Research Study" and the involvement of clinical 
faculty members. The department's representatives explained that the 
Clinical Research Study, unlike most dissertations, would be aimed at 
solving actual administrative and policy problems. They also described 
the projected role of clinical faculty, emphasizing the importance of their 
participating in field-applications seminars. The Graduate School ap- 
proved the program revisions in the Fall of 1990. 

The proposed revisions were forwarded from the Graduate School to 
the Faculty Senate. This time, the chairs of the department and program 
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revision committee met with the Senate's Executive Committee. Again, 
a few questions — most of which focused on admissions standards and 
the clinical research study — were raised. At its next monthly meeting, the 
full Senate approved the program revisions. 

Finally, in February 1991, the proposed program revisions were 
submitted to and approved by the University's Institutional Council. 
This marked ihe official approval of the revised Ed.D. program in Educa- 
tional Administration. 

Ed.D. Program Description 

Utah's revised Ed.D. program was designed to provide advanced 
preparation to practicing administrators seeking terminal degrees in 
educational administration. Although the program was initially de- 
signed to serve K-12 administrators, a few course offerings were later 
included to accomodate some higher education administrators. Most 
importantly, the department sought to design a doctoral program that 
more effectively bridged the gap between theory/ research and practice. 
As suggested by the National Policy Board (1990, p. 3), "Connections 
between the knowledge base and professional skills necessary for success 
as a school administrator are essential. . .[the preparation program] 
should integrate academic knowledge with reflective practice gleaned 
from the school setting." 

Structural Elements 

Thus, the program reflects principles outlined by recent preparation 
program reform groups (e.g. the National Policy Board, 1990; the National 
Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration, 1988). The Ed.D. 
program utilizes a field-based approach to the preparation of career admin- 
istrators by incorporating the following structural elements. (See Figure 5.1. 
For a complete description of the program, see Pounder & Ogawa, 1991.) 

The preparation program is systematic and sequential in design. In 
particular, the program utilizes a cohort organization scheme in which 
core requirements in the areas of leadership, organizations, instruction, 
and ethics are scheduled the first academic year of the program, followed 
by elective specializations the second academic year. The third year is 
devoted to the completion of an independent research project, the clinical 
research study, which is the Ed.D. counterpart to the traditional Ph.D. 
doctoral dissertation. 
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All content areas, including core requirements and specialization elec- 
tives, include a theory/research seminar paired with a field-based applica- 
tion course. Students use their respective employment settings as a "field 
laboratory" to do applied projects and problem-solving. (Ph.D. students are 
eligible for enrollment in all theory / researchseminars, but field-applications 
courses are limited to Ed.D. students only.) The applications course projects 
in the first year are to be conducted in the student's immediate work 
environment— typically abuilding level context. However, thesecond year 
applications projects must be conducted at a different organizational level or 
setting — such as a district level or state level context. The intent is to prepare 
students for career ascendancy to future administrative positions. 

The research components of the doctoral program are scheduled 
during the summer sessions of the program, with the first summer 
devoted to Principles of Inquiry — a conceptual approach to administra- 
tive decision-making and problem-solving. The second summer empha- 
sizes methods and techniques of research, and the third summer involves 
the completion of the proposal for the culminating clinical research study. 

As mentioned above, the third year is devoted to the completion of the 
clinical research study, which is analogous to the traditional doctoral disser- 
tation but with greater emphasis on a specific problem of practice. For 
instance, a student may choose to evaluate an educational or administrative 
program that has been implemented in his or her employment setting. The 
clinical research study would be informed by previous theory and research 
and have defensible methods, but may have a more normative tone in its 
recommendations for practice. Further, it is not expected that a clinical 
research study have the degree of generalizability or the theory building 
characteristics typically expected in a traditional doctoral dissertation. It is 
the hope of the department that student projects and clinical research studies 
may benefit not only the student? but also their employing educational 
institutions bv addressing relevant and timely administrative problems. 



Clinical Faculty 

In addition to these structural elements, the program utilizes a 
different staffing configuration than does the Ph.D. program. Because the 
Ed.D. has such a strong emphasis on administrative problem-solving and 
application of theory and research to practice, the department employs 
practicing field administrators who hold a doctoral degree as part-time 
clinical faculty (.10 FTE). Clinical faculty are paid $500 per academic 
quarter across a full calendar year appointment. 
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These clinical faculty are selected on the basis of their geographic and 
organizational proximity to admitte^ Ed.D. students as well as on the 
strength of their professional achievements. Most of these clinical faculty 
work as line administrators for local school district central offices, the 
State Office of Education, or higher education institutions. Clinical 
faculty are assigned to work with Ed.D. students in a ratio of one faculty 
to two or three students, so that a cohort of 12 students would require four 
to six clinical faculty, depending on geographic and organizational 
proximity. (Currently, nine clinical faculty supervise a total of 21 Ed.D. 
students across two cohort groups.) 

The role of clinical faculty in the program might best be described as 
advisory to the academic faculty. Quarterly meetings are typically 
scheduled to bring academic faculty and clinical faculty together for 
discussions of broad program plans and progress. Clinical faculty 
members are also included in the planning and development of activities 
for each field applications course. However, the academic faculty carry 
primary responsibility for planning the theory/research courses and 
conducting weekly class meetings. Clinical faculty have equal or greater 
responsibility than the on-campus faculty in the guidance, supervision, 
and evaluation of students' field-applications course work. Clinical 
faculty are expected to help students identify and have access to informa- 
tion regarding problems of practice that warrant attention and study in 
their respective organizational settings. Clinical faculty may also serve on 
students' doctoral committees, although on-campus faculty must consti- 
tute the majority of the supervising committee. 

Student Evaluation 

Student evaluation methods are both similar to and different from 
traditional doctoral programs. Admission requirements and standards 
for the Ed.D. program are the same as for the Ph.D. program (GRE scores, 
past academic record, letters of recommendation, personal statement) 
with one important exception. All Ed.D. applicants must be practicing 
administrators who have the full cooperation and support of their em- 
ployer. This requirement is to ensure that all students have a "field 
laboratory" in which to do applied projects and to assure that their 
employers will work cooperatively with the student to meet the admin- 
istrative problem-solving requirements of the program. As noted earlier, 
this requirement raised concerns among some members of the College 
Curriculum Committee about the possible do facto exclusion of women 
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and minorities from the Ed.D. program. Fortunately, this problem has not 
developed: the first two cohorts of admitted Ed.D. students include 
approximately 50% female students and approximately 10% minority 
students (a representative proportion of minorities in Utah). 

Another important difference in student evaluation is the departure 
from the traditional comprehensive qualifying exam used to promote 
students to doctoral candidacy. Instead, a portfolio review of Ed.D. 
student work is held at the end of the first and second years of the 
program. The first year review is treated as a "formative" review in which 
a student's committee reviews representative work completed by the 
student during his or her first year of study as well as evaluating a 
"reflective essay" completed by the student concerning his or her aca- 
demic and professional growth in the program. At this writing the first 
year portfolio veviews are in progress and the results are yet unknown. 
However, it is anticipated that if a student's review is not satisfactory, the 
doctoral committee would make recommendations for supplemental 
study specific to that student's particular weaknesses. The committee can 
exercise considerable discretion in developing specific recommendations 
regarding a student's continued participation in the program. The 
second year portfolio review is similar and is used as the summative 
review to promote a student to doctoral candidacy. Failure to success- 
fully complete this second review process would likely result in the 
committee's decision to drop the student from the program. A traditional 
proposal defense and a final oral defense of the clinical research study are 
the culminating student evaluation components of the program. 

Program Evaluation - in Progress 

Immediately prior to implementation of the revised Ed.D. program it 
was decided that a cohort of approximately 12 doctoral students would 
be admitted for each of the first two consecutive years of the program 
(1991-92 and 1992-93), but that the following year (1993-94) would be 
devoted to evaluation and possible revision of the program before subse- 
quent cohorts of Ed.D. students were admitted. Data have been collected 
since the inception of the program , and some formal evaluation of specif ic 
program elements has been completed. Informal ieedback and assess- 
ment of the program continues to take place between and among on- 
campus faculty, clinical faculty, and students. However, comprehensive 
evaluation of the total program will not be completed until 1993-94 when 
the first cohort of students is in its final year of the program. 
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Formal Assessment to Date 

During the Spring of 1992, several faculty members engaged in 
formal assessment of various aspects of the Ed.D. program. The resulting 
papers were present3d in a symposium at the 1992 American Educational 
Research Association conference in San Francisco. What follows is a brief 
summary of the purpose and findings of each of these papers. 

Model for Administrative Decision-making 

Ogawa and Galvin's paper (1992) explained and discussed the use of 
Nisbett and Ross' (1980) normative model of human inference, or judg- 
ment, as a conceptual frame for administrative decision-making prob- 
lems in the Ed.D. program. This model was chosen because: "decision 
making is central to administration, universities are particularly adept at 
imparting analytical skills, and the model of human inference. . .provides 
a natural bridge between administrative theory and practice" (Ogawa & 
Galvin, 1991 \ 19). 

They explain that the normative model of human inference identifies 
three common sources of inferential error: knowledge structures based 
on previous experience, the availability heuristic, and the representative- 
ness heuristic. Students are taught to use the model to examine their 
administrative judgments, to question their assumptions about adminis- 
trative practice, and to apply formal theories in analyzing their field 
experiences. 

Ogawa and Galvin (1992, p.19) report that the initial experience has 
been promising. They summarize, saying, 

"In the program's initial course, students. . . .became adept at 
using the model to critically analyze their own judgments. Many 
students became quite enthusiastic about the insights that they 
gained to their own decisions and consequent actions " 

Incentives to Attract Clinical Faculty 

Pounder's study (1992) identified factors that attracted a large num- 
ber of clinical faculty (52) to apply for the available positions (6). Survey 
data collected from these applicants revealed that important non-pecuni- 
ary incentives included the desire to influence the preparation of future 
educational leaders, the opportunity for change and stimulation (includ- 
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ing the opportunity for professional development and intellectual stimu- 
lation), and the opportunity for professional recognition. In particular, 
applicants at a mature stage of their administrative careers were more 
inclined to be attracted to the change and stimulation offered by the 
position. Whereas, applicants at earlier administrative career stages were 
often attracted to the opportunity for professional recognition afforded 
by the appointment. Pecuniary incentives ($500 per quarter) were least 
important in attracting clinical faculty applicants but may serve as in- 
ducements to commitment and regular participation in the program. 

The author's application of concepts from organizational economics 
suggested that administrators may have been attracted to the clinical profes- 
sorship because the costs associated with accepting this position were low 
relativ e to the costs that would be incurred to meet those same needs through 
other professional opportunities. 

Pounder also observed that the department's costs associated with 
offering ihese incentives is marginal — largely because many of these 
incentives are inherent to the organization itself. Further, the department 
may have created the clinical faculty position in order to mitigate the 
transaction cost associated with the development of a more appiied, field- 
based preparation program. That is, because the faculty was reluctant to 
devote an inordinate amount of time to field supervision of applied 
projects (thus reducing available time for research activities), they may 
have created the clinical faculty position to reduce the "cost" of imple- 
menting a more field-based, practice-oriented program. 

Socialization of Clinical Faculty 

Using data collected systematically during the first six months of the 
Ed.D. program, Hart & Naylor (1992) used organizational socialization 
theory to examine the impact of the new staffing configuration on new 
clinical faculty, existing academic faculty, and the department as a whole. 
They reached several important conclusions. 

First, the department is experiencing a certain amount of pressure 
and influence due to the critical mass of newcomers to the department. 
Socialization of clinical faculty is inhibited by their limited contact with 
academic faculty. 

Second, although the academic faculty views itself as strongly con- 
nected to the field, the referent "field" is defined in national and interna- 
tional terms. The clinical faculty, however, see the department as rela- 
tively isolated from the field of local school districts and the state and, 
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thus, see the Ed .D. program and their participation in it as the department's 
attempt to reduce its isolation. 

Third, the majority of academic faculty view refereed and nationally 
recognized publications as indicators of high quality, rigorous, and valued 
scholarship. The clinical faculty see refereed publications as sources of 
external revenue and personal aggrandizement of limited value to the 
immediate educational environment. 

Fourth, clinical faculty and students share a high expectation that the 
department should accommodate the time schedule and calendars of 
local school districts in scheduling classes, faculty meetings, and the like. 
Both groups acknowledge that they typically do not resolve time conflicts 
in favor of their university work and that time conflicts are a recurring 
issue for them. Hart and Naylor (1992) suggest that the original configu- 
ration of clinical faculty staffing may need to be revised so that the 
department (approximately 10 full-time academic faculty in number) are 
not required to induct and socialize so many new clinical faculty each 
year. The costs of socializing a large number of members from a practi- 
tioner culture to an academic culture may be a burden that the academic 
faculty cannot bear in the long run. 

Value and Ethical Issues 

Newell and Sperry (1992) examined the Ed.D. program in terms of the 
value dilemmas and ethical issues encountered at the junction between 
thought and practice. They note several. 

First, the admissions policy requiring that students hold administra- 
tive positions presents several potential dilemmas. Might it restrict the 
student pool at a time when greater student diversity is desired? Further, 
because sludents' employers must verify their support and cooperation 
for successful admission, how would the department make an admission 
decision when the department is enthusiastic about an applicant, but the 
employer is not — or vice-versa? Also, how will the department view an 
applicant who holds a non-traditional position such as a management 
position in an educational software company? Similarly, how would the 
department respond to an Ed.D. student who loses his or her administra- 
tive position during the course of the degree program? 

Second, the program is highly structured with a tight cohort system 
associated with it. Should individuals at the highest stage of professional 
training be shepherded through a program of study that contains so few 
options for personal choice to shape learning experiences? 
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Third, although the third year of the Ed.D. program fulfills the letter 
of the Graduate School's residency requirement, the program may fail to 
adhere to the spirit of the requirement, the purpose of which is to immerse 
graduate students in the culture of the university. The authors acknowl- 
edge that the purpose of the Ed.D. program is to link academic knowledge 
to practice, but not to substitute one for the other. How will the depart- 
ment establish both an ethic and a practice of immersing students simul- 
taneously in the practice and scholarship of educational administration? 

Fourth, the use of clinical professors in the program raises a number 
of important issues. How will the department develop an appropriate 
balance of responsibility (and power) between academic faculty and 
clinical faculty? How will it effectively socialize clinical faculty to its 
norms and values? How will the department deal with the practical and 
political considerations in selecting, appointing, and even dismissing 
clinical faculty? How will it assure students' academic freedom when the 
analyses, findings, and recommendations for field-based problems are 
not congruent with the policies and practices of their employers and 
immediate supervisors, some of whom may be the supervising clinical 
faculty? 

Fifth, Newell and Sperry identify several dilemmas for Ed.D. stu- 
dents. How will they find time to do justice to a demanding doctoral 
program while still holding a full-time administrative post? How can 
they successfully complete field-based doctoral work which is super- 
vised by clinical faculty who may also be their immediate employment 
supervisor? How can they adhere to and trust strict standards of confi- 
dentiality in sharing sensitive information in class discussions? 

Sixth, the department faces several potential dilemmas involving the 
increased time, energy, and effort required to develop and implement the 
revised Ed.D program. How will the department manage the increased 
enrollment (an overall departmental increase of approximately 80%, 
most of which is attributable to the Ed.D. program), new coursework 
preparations, and overall increase of time devoted to teaching and 
service? How will this affect faculty careers and research agendas? How 
will tenure committees and the Graduate Council treat these efforts in 
future reviews? Will the department have the courage to cut the Ed.D. 
program if it fails to fulfill its promise or if it unduly compromises other 
priorities in the department? 
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Current Program Conditions and Anticipated Alterations 

Admissions and Enrollment Patterns 

The department recently admitted the second Ed.D. Cohort ( — the 
class of 1995). Two observations are noteworthy. First, the quantity and 
quality (as measured by GRE scores) of Ed.D. applicants increased. In 
1991, 14 individuals applied to the Ed.D. program and 10 were admitted. 
Some of the students who were admitted to the first cohort had GRE 
scores below the departmental guideline (1000 combined Verbal and 
Quantitative score). By comparison, in 1992, 17 individuals applied and 
13 were admitted to the program. All students had GRE scores (Verbal 
plus Quantitative) greater than 1000, and 10 of the 13 students had scores 
greater than 1100. Second, there has been no noticeable decline in the 
number of applicants to the Ph.D. program (typically 10-12 applicants 
and 6-8 students admitted each year). Therefore, the implementation of 
the revised Ed.D. program has more than doubled the number of doctoral 
students admitted to the department in the last two years. It is also worth 
adding that there has been a steady decline in the number of applicants 
to the Master's program over the last few years. These enrollment 
patterns may be a result of labor market conditions for educational 
administrators in the area. Several years ago there was a scarcity of 
eligible administrators relative to the demand. Today, however, the 
supply of qualified administrators is quite high relative to the number of 
administrative openings. Thus, fewer teachers may be interested in 
obtaining credentials for entry into an administrative career, whereas 
administrators who desire to advance in their careers may feel the need 
to pursue doctoral study to compete in a tight market. 

It remains to be seen how the enrollment patterns of the department's 
various degree programs will stabilize, and what the implications for faculty 
teaching load may be. However, the department is exploring the possibility 
of having alternate year admissions to the Masters program or combining 
Masters cohort classes with Certification Only classes. Similarly, the depart- 
ment may need to have alternate year admissions of Ed.D. students to keep 
the faculty teaching load at reasonable levels. 

Clinical Appointments 

Based largely cm the results of Hart and Nay lor 's (1992) study of 
clinical faculty socialization, the department has tried to keep its number 
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of clinical faculty appointments down. As originally conceptualized, the 
program was to employ six clinical faculty for every cohort of 12 students. 
However, at present, the department employs nine clinical faculty to 
serve 21 students across two cohorts. Further, as a part of a grant proposal 
developed by the school of education, the department has requested 
supplemental state funds to employ two half-time clinical faculty to work 
with the Ed.D. program. If these funds are secured, the department may 
move from a staffing pattern of multiple .10 FTE clinical appointments to 
two .50 FTE appointments. 

Course Scheduling 

During the first year of the Ed.D. program, all theory /research 
seminars were scheduled at 4:30 p.m. followed by the corresponding field 
applications course at 7:00 p.m. Because some of the academic faculty felt 
that students did not make sufficient use of the library, faculty consulta- 
tion time, or other on-campus resources, the department proposed offer- 
ing some of the 1992-93 theory /research seminars at 1:10 p.m. with the 
field applications courses being held at 7:00 p.m. The three hours between 
the theory and field applications course could be used by students to 
immerse themselves more fully in the university environment. 

When this idea was proposed to the clinical faculty, one group raised 
considerable resistance. They felt strongly that their school district could 
not accommodate the early departure of doctoral students, particularly 
those who were school principals. Other clinical faculty felt that they 
should support the department's efforts to improve the quality of student 
participation and performance in the program. Further, when Ed.D. 
students were asked about preferred starting times for courses, they 
unanimously indicated a preference for a 4:30 start time in spite of their 
prior complaints about having too little time to devote to course work. 

The department's compromise was to schedule all theory/ research 
seminars at 4:30 p.m. followed by the field applications courses; however, 
the year-long seminars in Ethics (Year 1) and Proposal Development 
(Year 2) are scheduled for 2: 15 p.m. on alternate weeks. The department's 
accommodation of local district scheduling priorities reveals the political 
sensitivity that characterizes the early stages of collaboration. However, 
the introduction of occasional mid-afternoon class meetings indicates the 
department's adherence to the principle that school districts and other 
employers must be willing to cooperate in the development of their 
employees. 
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Preparation for Field Applications Courses 

The issues that probably are the source of greatest anxiety and 
deliberation for academic faculty are how to design their field applica- 
tions courses and how to effectively utilize the support of the clinical 
faculty in those courses. The faculty has held some informal brainstorm- 
ing sessions in which professors who have taught a field applications 
course have shared their experiences with those who are preparing to do 
so. Most faculty do not want to be locked into a single model or method 
for conducting these classes, yet they seem to desire a general, normative 
model or range of methods. In the absence of a model or set of methods, 
the level of discomfort remains fairly high. 

Closing Comments 

Perhaps the best way to summarize the status of the University of 
Utah's Field -based Ed .D. program is to record the remarks of Ed Bridges', 
the discussant at the 1992 AERA symposium on the Ed.D. program. 
Professor Bridges' comments were made from two perspectives: his 
California perspective, things he liked about the program, and his Mis- 
souri perspective, things that made him skeptical about the program. 

Professor Bridges liked the conceptual orientation and rationale for 
the program, and found it most unusual for a department to actually have 
a conceptual orientation and use it. He was pleased with the inclusion of 
a values and ethics dimension. He also supported the department's 
endeavors to systematically evaluate the program to promote knowledge 
about administrator preparation, and he appreciated the candor with 
which faculty reported their observations. He also supported the use of 
local practitioners as clinical faculty as well as the overall effort to respond 
to the needs of the field in the immediate geographical region. Lastly, he 
appreciated the faculty's stated commitment to high quality teaching in 
all departmental degree programs. 

On the more skeptical side, Professor Bridges noted that the Ed.D. 
program relies on academic faculty whose primary responsibility and 
work relates to research and publication. Further, several of these faculty 
a-.e non -tenured Assistant Professors whose positions are not secure in a 
n search institution without significant scholarly publication. Second, 
the program relies on clinical faculty who occupy demanding full-time 
administrative positions in other educational organizations. Third, all 
Ed.D. students work as full-time educational administrators and thus 
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have significant responsibilities outside of their doctoral work. In sum, all 
major actors in the program have priorities or requirements that necessar- 
ily take a higher priority in their life than the Ed.D. program. 

As disconcerting as this observation is, Bridges made the following 
recommendations. He suggests that the way to deal with this dilemma is 
first to openly acknowledge it and the limitations it will place on the 
program and its major actors. Second, in Herbert Simon's terms, perhaps 
the department's goal should be to "satisfice" as opposed to optimize. In 
other words, the department should set realistic expectations for the 
endeavor or Bridges admonished, "you will be destined for disappoint- 
ment". 

Other suggestions include adopting a different set of assumptions. 
For example, perhaps there should be greater reliance on the "gray hairs" 
as opposed to equal reliance on faculty at all ranks. Senior faculty have 
less to risk than do junior faculty. Second, courses could be better 
scheduled to accomodate student work schedules and calenders through 
the use of summer blocks: "If you really want committed students, don't 
have them short-change what they value." (Utah, however, has a signifi- 
cant number of year-round schools in local districts.) And, for the clinical 
faculty, lay down inducements and deliver on these. Negotiate in a more 
detailed manner the expectations and work assignments of clinical fac- 
ulty. Answer the question, "What are the implications for their involve- 
ment?" 

Bridges' comments and the continuing observations of faculty serve 
as sources for the future development and evolution of the Ed.D. program 
in educational administration at the University of Utah. The tension 
between theory and practice and between th*j academic department and 
the field of practice will both constrain and energize the effort. Like 
Weick'simprovisationaljazz musicians, academic faculty, clinical faculty, 
and students will collaborate to invent a program that can "only be dimly 
glimpsed in advance" (Weick, 1989, p. 243). 
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Surrounded by the natural beauty of mountains and lakes, East Tennes- 
see State University (ETSU) is located in Johnson City, Tennessee. During 
the decade of the 1980's, East Tennessee State University changed dra- 
matically. In 1980, ETSU's enrollment stood at 9,300 students. At the 
end of the decade, ETSU served the needs of almost 12,000 students. 

The numbers alone do not indicate the magnitude of changes that 
have occurred at ETSU. The period of 1980 to 1990 brought qualitative 
changes as well— five Chairs of Excellence and three Centers of Excellence, 
the development of new academic programs and the strengthening of old 
ones, the continued rapid development of the College of Medicine, and 
major increases in extramural funding for faculty research. 

The College of Education at East Tennessee State University has a 
long history of commitment to the development of elementary and 
secondary leaders in the Upper East Tennessee area and throughout the 
southern Appalachian Mountain region. Originally founded as a teach- 
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ers college in 1911, ETSU has been the principal education facility in the 
region for teacher preparation for over seventy-five years. 

The Department of Educational Leadership and Policy Analysis 
(ELPA) shares in the commitment to develop highly qualified leaders. 
The department offers masters, specialist, and doctorate degrees to 
aspiring school leaders from northeast Tennessee, southwest Virginia, 
western North Carolina, and southeastern Kentucky. The department's 
program currently includes an Executive Doctoral Cohort comprised of 
28 practicing Central Office administrators, a Danforth Principal Prepa- 
ration Program which averages approximately eight practicing teachers 
per cycle, as well as over 200 other students who have selected either the 
public school or private sector option for supervision or administration. 

Faculty take pride in the quality, quantity, and diversity of students 
served. Members believe that the department attracts students who have 
had significant personal and professional experiences and who will make 
valuable contributions to their chosen fields. The department enroll- 
ments are large enough to promote good class participation and interac- 
tion, yet are small enough to allow close professor/student relationships. 

Departmental History 

When the colleg ■ received university status in 1963, the College of 
Education was created and organized into departments one of which was 
the Department of Education. In the earlier years from 25 to 30 programs 
existed within this department at various times including an administra- 
tive program. 

An MA degree in educational administration or supervision was 
offered from the time the College of Education was formed. Until 1968, 
a graduate faculty per se did not exist. As a result, many of the more than 
forty faculty members in the department taught courses in the educa- 
tional administration program. Little consideration was given to the 
experience and preparation of those charged with teaching courses in 
educational administration. Rather, the fit of the schedule was often the 
determining factor as to who taught. Changes in this process began with 
the advent of the doctoral and specialist programs. 

In 1970, the State of Tennessee, because of existing political pressure, 
authorized a single doctoral program to be offered in three of the institu- 
tions in the state university system. The state did not specify what the 
doctorate must be or which college would host the program. These 
decisions were left to the initiative of the designated universities. The 
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Department of Education in the College of Education at ETSU offered the 
only application for the doctorate and that was in School Administration 
and Supervision. After a long and laborious application process with 
many rewrites of the proposal, the educational doctorate in administra- 
tion and supervision was approved. The program was begun in 1971. 
Subsequently, an Educational Specialist degree was approved and began 
in 1974. 

Much faculty input went into the proposal for the doctoral program. 
Research on the latest findings concerning what a program for the 
preparation of school leaders should require was utilized. While much of 
the current program plan reflects the original design, the content of the 
courses, of course, has been changed to reflect current knowledge and 
practices. 

The planning and implementation of the doctoral program caused 
faculty and administration to reevaluate the content of the master's 
degree program. As a result of this reevaluation, the content was changed 
to reflect what appeared to be current practices and requirements in some 
of the more respected programs at other universities. Change was also 
influenced by findings from research on progressive school leadership 
programs. State certification requirements, however, affected program 
requirements causing a return to a management emphasis in a traditional 
program. This program continued until the Department of Education 
was reorganized in 1978. 

With the reorganization, the Department of Supervision and Admin- 
istration was formed. The new department offered only graduate courses 
which resulted in master's, specialist, and doctoral degrees. A renewed 
effort to update the preparation program for school leaders emerged. 
New syllabi were written for all courses that included course content with 
cognitive and affective objectives reflecting desired outcomes. Even so, 
the master's program, which prepared and certificated most of the 
aspiring administrators, remained rather traditional. 

There were three different department chairs during the first four 
years of the newly formed department. This turnover allowed for very 
little long range planning and implementation. This began to change in 
1984 when the current chair assumed the position. 

From 1 985 to 1 988 f i v e o f the eigh t f acu 1 ty members in the department 
retired and were replaced. The three remaining department members, 
including the department chair, enjoyed long tenure in the department. 
A new found balance within the department resulted from the fresh ideas 
of newly hired faculty counterbalanced by the stability and experience of 
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the older faculty members. A prevailing feeling of permanence among 
faculty bolstered the willingness of each of the members to assume the 
role of an active stakeholder within the department. This feeling gave the 
faculty confidence and planning for new directions in the department 
began in earnest. 

Pressures for Change 

The pressure to change and improve programs in the department 
came from two main sources, the faculty and the university administra- 
tion. 

Faculty 

The department chair was well aware that if the programs were to 
change significantly outside input was required. He convinced the Dean of 
the College of Education, the Vice President for Academic Affairs, and the 
University President to permit him to bring aboard a visiting professor. 
Permission was granted and a paid visiting professor, Ralph Kimbrough, 
was hired. For three years starting with the 1985-86 school year, Kimbrough 
taught fall semester at the University of Florida and spring semester in the 
Department of Educational Leadership and Policy Analysis at ETSU. 

Kimbrough was a respected researcher and author who had national 
name recognition. He was especially known for his research and writing 
concerning the social systems of schools. He had authored or coauthored 
books on: school and community power structures, introduction to 
school administration, ethics, and the principalship. As expected, his 
notoriety afforded East Tennessee State Unhersity's Department of 
Educational Leadership and Policy Analysis a degree of respect from its 
own administration and from other professionals across the country — a 
respect that had not been present earlier. 

Kimbrough's hiring coincided with the employment of two new 
ELPA faculty. Kimbrough and the two new members acted as catalysts 
for change. The outside input added to the desire to change and improve 
the programs from within the department. The remaining tenured 
faculty were already leaning toward changing and upgrading the lead- 
ership programs. Much of the pressure to change, therefore, came from 
the EI. PA faculty who were united in the desire to create a program which 
could equip graduates to competently and confidently assume leader- 
ship positions. 
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University Administration 

At the same time the top university administrators were putting some 
pressure on the department to improve its programs. The Department of 
Educational Leadership and Policy Analysis was one of two departments on 
campus to have doctoral programs and the only one outside of the College 
of Medicine. The President, Vice President for Academic Affairs, and the 
Dean of the College of Education were particularly interested in the develop- 
ment of the offerings in this department. There was considerable pressure 
from those three administrators to change the program. Since the depart- 
ment had essentially the only doctoral program on the main campus, ETSU's 
President admonished the faculty to "make it shine" and in fact, indicated 
that he expected it to gain national recognition. That admonishment was 
used often by the department chair as leverage to solicit university funded 
resources for the department. It was also used to gain support for other 
changes that were made. 

The Academic Vice President was applying pressure on all faculty to 
conduct research, publish, and make presentations at professional meetings. 
He applied that pressure to faculty in the Department of Educational 
Leadership and Policy Analysis in particular. It was virtually impossible to 
get tenure, promotion, or decent salary increases without an impressive 
record of research, publishing, and presentations. The faculty in the depart- 
ment responded to the challenge and developed an impressive record of 
professional accomplishments. The new knowledge gained from those 
experiences also contributed to the desire to change and provided knowl- 
edge about how to change the instructional program. 

The Dean, too, constantly pressed for improvement and held high 
expectations for the faculty. She served as a liason between the department 
and the central administration and was supportive of budgetary requests. 
She encouraged ELPA faculty efforts both publicly and privately. Her 
support was quite visible when she took time from her busy schedule to 
participate in a three day NASSP developmental program hosted by the 
Department of Educational Leadership and Policy Analysis for students and 
area administrators. 

Early Initiatives 

Learning from Adversity 

Efforts to create meaningful change provided some painful, but 
valuable learning experiences. Several efforts did not work out as 
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planned. One of the first attempts designed to help change the depart- 
ment was the planning of a national meeting focusing on current practices 
in school leadership that would impact on preparation programs. This 
meeting was to be held at East Tennessee State University. A five day 
meeting was planned with prestigious leaders from government, educa- 
tion, and business scheduled to conduct the sessions. A diverse agenda 
had been designed to address a wide range of topics including school 
political structures, school based management, legal issues, school/ 
community partnerships, federal policy in education, quality leaders, 
and expectations of industry. 

To insure against financial loss, the university administration under- 
wrote the project. The conference was advertised nationally as well as 
locally. The program planning was excellent, however, the timing was 
awful. The conference was planned for a period when school finances 
were very scarce and during one of the busier times of the school year. The 
plan called for a five day meeting, which in retrospect, should have been 
no more than two or three days. Few registrations were received and the 
conference was canceled. Much was learned from this effort. 

There was one other failed, major project during the 1985-86 school 
year. General Motors announced that the new Saturn automobile plant 
was to be built in rural Maury County, Tennessee. This was the greatest 
single investment in one manufacturing plant anywhere in the world. 
The impact of that external input on the rural infrastructure of that 
community would have been tremendous. The school system anticipated 
a drastic impact. The department proposed that the ELPA faculty act as 
liaisons or ombudsmen for resolving problems and making needed 
changes in the school system. After much planning and negotiating, 
Saturn officials and the State Department of Education in Tennessee 
signed contracts for sizeable grants for the department to perform this 
service. There was, however, some "foot dragging" by the Commissioner 
of Finance for Tennessee about finalizing the payment from the state. 
Meanwhile, a new governor was elected. He and his new administration 
procrastinated until the entire project was lost. A great deal of planning 
had occurred concerning the nature of the needed leadership in Maury 
County schools, therefore, even though the project was not implemented 
the department gained from this experience. Dealing with such large 
bureaucracies was also revealing. Perhaps the greatest benefit was that 
the faculty gained a sense of confidence from knowing they were capable 
of developing major projects such as this. 
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Turning Attention to ELPA Programs 

While planning and learning from these sometimes painful experi- 
ences, faculty continued their involvement in a major brainstorming 
effort intended to assist in the evolution of a first rate preparation 
program. Three extended retreats for ELPA faculty were held during the 
1985-86 and 1986-87 school years solely for brainstorming and planning 
purposes. Meetings continued after the faculty returned to the campus on 
alternate Tuesdays for the same purposes. The Tuesday meetings were 
voluntary and two hours in length. Commitment was demonstrated in 
that most of the faculty members were present for those meetings and no 
individual was consistently absent. Five members of the university 
administration who are officially members of the department were also 
frequent participants in this planning. The thrust of those meetings was 
planning the components of what the emphasis should be in the areas of 
teaching, research, and service. Figure 6.1 represents a copy of the 
resultant flowchart which is still being used to direct annual and long 
term planning. 

The faculty continued to conduct retreats once or twice a year for 
planning purposes. The early fall meetings were devoted to establishing 
the objectives and activities for the year. A time line was developed and 
a person to be responsible for each objective was designated. These plans 
guided the department for the year. Of course, some of the objectives and 
timelines were not appropriate and had to be revised. These written plans 
allowed for continuous improvement and revision. 

As noted earlier, five of the eight faculty members were replaced 
between 1985 and 1990. New faculty members had very different back- 
grounds and were very diverse in their thinking. This led to healthy 
debate which stimulated much thought about the preparation programs. 
In the final analysis, however, there was consensus and unified support 
concerning the major projects of the department, In retrospect, this 
unification seems to have come from a need for peer support as much as 
from the desire to reach the planned goals. Each faculty member had one 
or more "pet projects" for which he or she needed faculty support. Much 
of the support became a matter or the proverbial "you scratch my back 
and I will scratch yours." For this reason — and others — there has been 
unity by the faculty members in the effort to improve the department and 
preparation programs. 

These efforts and interdependences by faculty members seemed to 
promote a department culture where the enthusiasm and desire for 
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change and improvement outweighed the threat of change. This culture 
was one where pride in self and department was pervasive. The ensuing 
national recognition as one of the leading departments in preparing 
school leaders continued to reinforce the positive culture. 

In the earlier stages of our departmental efforts, findings from tine 
literature gave some ideas for possible directions. It should be stated, 
however, there was no one professional report, particular piece of analy- 
sis, or lines of work that dominated the thinking. Eventually, the efforts 
of the Danforth Foundation projects for enhancing school leaders pro- 
grams, the National Policy Board for Educational Administration reports, 
and entrance into the National Association of Secondary School Princi- 
pals' Alliance for Developing School Leaders (supported by the Danforth 
Foundation) had a profound effect on the department and the prepara- 
tion program. Additionally, an external audit by Edgar A. Kelly, 
Professor, Department of Educational Leadership, Western Michigan 
University included suggestions which influenced the focus of the de- 
partment. 

Ongoing Support for Improvement 

Danforth Program for Preparation of School Principals 

Soon after the department completed its long-term planning docu- 
ment (see Figure 6.1), the Danforth Foundation accepted the department 
into its third cycle for improving principal preparation programs. This 
was very timely since much e ffort had already gone into planning the 
future of the department and the Danforth effort was very closely aligned 
with those plans. The Program for the Preparation of School Principals 
(PPSP) sponsored by the Danforth Foundation greatly influenced ELPA's 
experimental master's degree preparation program. The department 
began a partnering relationship with a national organization and was 
allied with companion departments from Brigham Young University, 
City College of New York, San Diego State University, the University of 
Tennessee, and the University of Virginia. 

Faculty sent two representatives from the department to the Danforth 
Foundation in St. Louis, Missouri for a two and a half day orientation. In 
retrospect, the choice of the department chair and a professor who in 
addition to teaching school law served one quarter time as Associate Dean 
was an important decision. Both representatives were tenured and full 
professors. Tenured and ranking professors provided the stability and 
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political moxy to initiate and stand the test of restructuring in a university 
environment. The co-facilitator returned from the orientation and train- 
ing sessions in St. Louis armed with enthusiasm, a notebook, $40,000 in 
grant funds, and an opportunity to network with other institutions. 

From the very beginning of the implementation strategy, the depart- 
ment chair used administrative strategies to obtain total faculty involve- 
ment in the design of the plan and the work necessary for implementation. 
This exercise of leadership has proven to be an ingredient that faculty 
believe is a contributing factor to full faculty support and to participation 
by all members in development activities. The agenda at each faculty 
meeting is planned to address items pertaining to the evolving program 
changes in principal preparation. 

The PPSP alliances enhanced departmental efforts to improve in 
many ways. The frequent meetings with representatives of other univer- 
sities and regular correspondence gave both suggestions and moral 
support. Perhaps more than anything else was the credibility gained by 
the department within the university community and the local schools by 
being associated with the Danforth Foundation and these respected 
universities. The support from local school leaders and the university 
administrators evolved to an all time high. 

National Alliance for Developing School Leaders 

A very important concurrent event took place during this period of 
program evolution. The department chair was contacted by a represen- 
tative from the National Association of Secondary School Principals 
(NASSP) to inquire about his interest in having the department become 
a member institution of the National Alliance for Developing School 
Leaders. During the 1990-1991 school year, the department became an 
Alliance member. Three distinct advantages of this participation have 
been identified by members of the department. After an intensive 
development program , access to training materials — which include 
simulation activities in print, audio visual materials such as overhead 
transparencies, and VCR tapes — were made available to the department 
faculty. Leadership for training and development has been provided by 
NASSP staff at no cost to the department. Second, resource funds were 
made available through the Danforth Foundation to NASSP for direct and 
indirect funding of travel, faculty development, and research/evalua- 
tion. Third, an alliance with three other prestigious institutions (Brigham 
Young University, Florida State University, and Virginia Polytechnic 
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Institute and State University) in the process of program change for the 
preparation of school leaders was made possible. The full potential of this 
network has not been realized at this point in our opinion, with regard to 
the on site sharing among departments of the four institutions. Funding 
for travel this coming year may improve this situation. This involvement 
enhanced the preparation program and provided added credibility with 
the university community and the local school leaders. 

Key Components of the ELPA Culture 

Professional Development 

An outcome of the affiliations noted above which we believe contrib- 
utes to our uniqueness as a department is our commitment as a faculty to 
modeling a learning organization. An organization in the process of 
learning can improve only when the people improve the skills they use in 
their work. ELPA professors have been involved in multiple professional 
development activities. Each ELPA faculty member has participated in 
the NASSP developmental programs entitled Assessor Training, Leader 1 2 
3, Springfield, and Let's Talk. A community of active learners has emerged 
as superintendents, supervisors, graduate students, and the Dean of the 
ETSU College of Education have joined ELPA professors in the NASSP 3- 
4 day sessions designed to refine and enhance leadership skills. Many of 
the NASSP simulations have been adapted for use in ELPA courses. 
Students enrolled in traditional courses have also benefitted from the 
professional development activities of the professors who frequently 
have elected to use the newly developed professional experiences in 
courses that are not a part of the experimental master's level program. 

As a result of the department's membership in the NASSP Alliance for 
Developing School Leaders, many opportunities have arisen for discussing 
departmental goals and plans with NASSP leaders. NASSP Facilitator, 
Kermit Buckner, hosnot only met frequently with faculty, but has also served 
as a resource for professors and students. Buckner has served as a guest 
lecturer and has attended several classes during his visits. This interchange 
has created multiple opportunities for professional discourse. 

The Educational Leadership Laboratory 

Critical to the changes that are taking place with the course of study 
discussed later has been the establishment of an Educational Leadership 

■* * » 
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Laboratory. Two large adjacent classroom areas with folding partitions 
have been carpeted, painted, and furnished to create a center of active 
learning which has become the heart of the department. Long range plans 
include addition of an adjacent third room. The area hums days, nights, 
and weekends as students and professors collaborate on individual and 
joint projects. 

The laboratory includes a technology area, a research center, and a 
conference center. The rationale for the establishment of such a laboratory is 
to provide a setting for current and future school leaders to grow profession- 
ally through group interaction, individual study, simulation activities, and 
problem solving sessions. Students participate in sessions using computers 
as administrative and technical tools focusing on current issues in education. 
In addition, students use the laboratory to participate in educational research 
and data analysis, develop strategic planning abilities, utilize computer- 
based simulations, and analyze educational policies. 

The Educational Leadership Laboratory is available to area schools 
for improving the quality of learning in their districts by offering assis- 
tance with different ways of thinking about common problems, encour- 
aging group problem solving, and offering interactive demonstrations on 
the use of computers. 

The Danforth Principal Preparation Program 

In an effort to shed insight on the planning and decision making 
processes that occur within the department we have elected to share 
information about one specific program, the Danforth Principal Prepara- 
tion Program (DPPP). The department formed a Danforth Steering 
Committee to guide the development of this particular program. The 
membership included a faculty member who served as facilitator, a 
faculty member at large, three area principals, two superintendents, a 
regional state department representative, two assistant superintendents 
from the area, a school board member, and alumni. 

During the design phase, the committee initiated concepts for depa rt- 
ment faculty to consider and the committee members reviewed initiatives 
suggested by the faculty of the department. Out of this on-going coopera- 
tive effort came the programmatic structure for operation of the Danforth 
Principal Preparation Program. Following this committee work, the 
ETSU College of Education and Faculty Senate gave approval to a 
proposal for a three year experimental program at the master's degree 
level, specifically for the preparation program for the principalship. 
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A Regional Partnership 

With the cooperation of the seventeen school districts served by the 
department, a brochure was developed and a recruitment program was 
initiated to inform teachers about the opportunity for future education. 
The facilitator v isited a school board meeting at each of seventeen systems 
served by the department. Receptivity by the school boards varied 
widely and was entirely dependent on the amount of orientation and 
preparation the school district superintendent had provided prior to the 
public presentation by the university facilitator. Of the seventeen dis- 
tricts, twelve have been involved on a regular basis with the experimental 
program in one or more ways. District representatives serving on the 
Steering Committee, practicing principals serving as clinical professors 
(mentors), district employees enrolling in the program, and district 
representatives attendance at informational meetings have been ex- 
amples of partnering between the school districts and ETSU. In addition 
to regional candidates from school districts in the state, candidates from 
two adjoining states have been admitted to the program. 

This experimental program in the last three years has had a balanced 
number of males and females. All students have been teachers upon 
entering the program. At this time, school districts have not nominated 
minority candidates from the small number of potential candidates in 
teaching positions. 

Acceptance/Diagnosis 

The belief of the faculty that the quality of students entering the 
program is critical has lead to increased requirements for admission. A 
cohort approach has been used with each new group of candidates 
inducted every other year. Students are considered individually for 
acceptance into the program, but then become members of a cohort group 
for their entire educational experience. While students go through the 
program as members of a cohort, faculty view students as individuals 
with differing needs. Students must meet university requirements for 
students in the traditional program, but must also fulfill additional 
requirements. These requirements include: 

(1) a letter of support from the student's superintendent; 

(2) three letters of recommendation; 
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(3) a personal interview which utilizes open-ended questions fo- 
cusing on leadership and why the student wishes to become a 
school administrator and leader (used to assess oral communi- 
cation skills); 

(4) a written essay about a specific topic (used to evaluate skills in 
written expression); 

(5) a telephone interview by one faculty member trained in the 
Selection Research Incorporated interview process. 

After acceptance into the principal preparation program each student 
completes a series of assessments that include the Minnesota Importance 
Questionnaire, the Kolb Learning Styles Inventory, the Myers Briggs 
Type Indicator, the Group Embedded Figures Test, the Fundamental 
Interpersonal Relations Orientation-Behavior (FIRO-B), the Watson-Glaser 
Critical Thinking Appraisal, and the Diagnostic Examination for Educa- 
tional Leaders. The information gained from the evaluations and the 
Selection Research Incorporated interview is used to develop an Indi- 
vidualized Educational Plan (IEP) which includes a personal mission, 
statement with long-range goals, an autobiography of the future, a 
personal profile that includes assessment results, and a listing of personal 
strengths and opportunities for continued development. Students use 
the IEP information to develop a synopsis of strengths and areas of need 
that is given to professors prior to the beginning of each semester. This 
information allows professors to consider the needs of the students as 
individuals and as a group when planning course activities. 

Course of Study 

Structure 

The approved program for the master's degree at ETSU in school 
administration and supervision requires 36 semester hours. Completion 
of these semester hours will provide the graduate with the knowledge 
and skills to receive licensure as a school administrator in the state of 
Tennessee. Prior to 1992, the state of Tennessee and the State Board of 
Education required specific coursework and experiences. On March 27, 
1992 the Board approved new licensure standards which include knowl- 
edge and skills which are condensed into fifteen outcomes. An institution 
with an approved program may decide what means to use in preparing 
the beginning administrator. Course numbers, credit hours, and course 
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titles are no longer required or specified. The newly approved standards 
and procedures correlate very well with the direction being taken by the 
ELPA faculty in planning the latest course of study. In fact, many of the 
Danforth Foundation Program components for preparing school princi- 
pals that are being used at ETSU are a part of the state's licensure 
standards and required experiences. Varied credit hours, blocks of time, 
seat time, and field experiences will be the norm rather than the exception 
at ETSU. 

Students who have been declared candidates for the DPPP master's 
degree become extremely involved in their own course of study. Working 
in cohort groups, the students are responsible for text information and 
supplemental information shared by professors and clinical professors 
(school principals). In addition, as noted in our earlier discussion of the 
Leadership Laboratory, students are involved in experimental learning 
activities that provide opportunities to practice administrator and leader- 
ship skills in a "safe" environment. The constant goal of faculty members 
is to provide students an optimal blend of theory and practice. 

The cohort group is together for a minimum of four academic 
semesters plus one summer (5 semesters) to a maximum of four academic 
semesters plus three summer sessions (7 semesters). Currently, students 
meet one time per week for six hours during each of the four semesters of 
the regular academic year. During the summer sessions, the academic 
program of study is continued for the cohort group with some of the 
students taking additional courses beyond the cohort courses to fulfill 
overall program requirements. In addition, students attend seminars in 
related areas of personal interest, faculty training sessions, steering 
committee meetings, and field trips in and out of the state. 

Internship 

The current program results from a concentrated effort to design an 
integrated course of study which includes a minimum of one semester of 
internship. The internship is approximately 90 days. Fifty days are at the 
grade levels students think they have a preference to administer, thirty 
days at another level, and five to ten days with a CEO of a profit sector 
organization or administrator of a public agency. The internship is 
coordinated by the faculty facilitator for the program, the clinical profes- 
sor/mentor, and the student. The faculty coordinator is often assisted by 
a principal on an educational sabbatical who coordinates the logistics for 
each candidate. 
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Clinical professors and full-time faculty are prepared through a 
mentoring training experience conducted by a member of the department 
who has participated in the NASSP Mentoring and Coaching Training 
Program. The department over the last five years has narrowed its clinical 
professors corps from thirty-five to twelve. Attrition has been primarily 
the result of inactivity on the part of many of the earlier appointed clinical 
professors. Students are heavily involved in the process of selecting their 
clinical professors. Students review each clinical professor's resume, 
observe them presenting, visit their school, and have an informal conver- 
sation at a department sponsored social on campus. Clinical professors 
lose interest when they are not selected in the process. This can also 
produce political problems for the department rnless an explanation is 
provided by a department representative. A method satisfactory to the 
faculty for providing extrinsic motivation and appreciation for the clini- 
cal professors who are most in demand is yet to be determined. 

Program of Study 

The program of study is most often comprised of six-hour blocks which 
occur once each week of the regular academic year. The focus of the outcomes 
in the course of study have been influenced by the National Policy Board for 
Educational Administration's Performance Domains of the Principal. Four 
domains (functional, programmatic, interpersonal, and contextual) were 
organized into six themes which faculty believe are comprehensive and 
exciting to implement. 

The following themes and corresponding subunits reflect our program 
of study. 

1 . Interpersonal Relations includes information collection, motivat- 
ing others, sensitivity, oral expression, and written expression. 

2. Professional Needs of Individuals and Groups targets measure- 
ment and evaluation, student guidance and development, adult develop- 
ment and learning, and continuing professional development. 

3. Emerging Perspectives Influencing the School focuses on philo- 
sophical and cultural values, social context, legal and regulatory applica- 
tions, and school finance. 

4. Developing Learners Through Instructional Leadership concen- 
trates on leadership, organizational oversight, instructional programs 
curriculum design, and resource allocation. 



Time is NOT of the Essence 



125 



5. Making It Happen addresses problem analysis, judgment, imple- 
mentation, delegation, and facilities. 

6. Shaping the Quality and Character of the Institution concentrates 
on ethics, policy, and political influences as well as school, community, 
and media relations. 

Conferences are held with principal candidates on a one to one basis 
to review IEPs, progress with the unit of study, advisement, and feedback 
on the faculty performance. Conferences initiated by faculty occur at the 
beginning and end of each semester. Student initiated conferences are 
encouraged and are scheduled on an "as needed" basis. At the time of this 
writing, faculty are required to provide letter grades for student evalua- 
tion at the end of each semester. Each student will also have additional 
evaluative information for presentation to a prospective employer. 

Portfolio Development 

While in the program, students must develop a professional portfo- 
lio. Required portfolio elements include the student's philosophy of 
education, professional and personal goals, educational background, a 
video showing large group and small group presentations, writing 
samples, and situational responses. Optional elements include a self- 
assessment, evidence of community involvement, test /assessment re- 
sults, publications, presentations, awards, committee assignments, and 
avocations. Development of the portfolio provides each student oppor- 
tunities for reflection and self-evaluation. The portfolio also serves to 
spotlight skills and accomplishments that will be of interest to future 
employers. 

Team Planning 

One example of the ongoing professional discourse that occurs 
within the department can be illustrated through the planning of a 
subunit of study. Each week two professors and a doctoral fellow meet 
for a minimum of one and a half hours to plan the logistics for the 
upcoming week and the future theme. Discussion initially centers around 
one of the six core competency themes for the principal preparation 
program. Later meetings include discussion of the course objectives, 
focus on curriculum integration, determination of shared responsibili- 
ties, and identification of intended learning outcomes for each student's 
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1.1 Perceiver 

1.2 Team Building and Developing Cohort Effect 

1.3 In Basket Leaderless group Interview Scholastic 

1.4 Discuss Assessment Group Process In Basket Look fors 

1.5 Lecture 

Models of Analysis Problems 
Practice 

Jackson Planning (NASSP) 

Giving Feedback about Performance Practice and 
Counseling 

1.6 Research/Field Experience (Qualitative & Quantitative) 

Real World Application 
How to Work with Staff Members/Teams 
Role of Principal in Building Strengths 
Community Central Students 

1.7 Field Projects 

Reports/Findings (Written and Oral Via 
Portraiture) 

1.8 Process Skills for Information Collection Across Activities 
One on OneGroup Literature Review Observation Paper 

Figure 6.2. Interpersonal Relations Subunit on Information Collection 
for Semester I. 



Individualized Educational Plan (IEP). Team teaching has become the 
rule rather than the exception in cohort classes. Semester I includes the 
core competency theme Interpersonal Relations. Figure 6.2 illustrates 
the plan developed by the planning team to structure one subunit — 
Information Collection — of that area. 

The faculty member who serves as the coordinator of the master's level 
experimental program is a member of the writing team each semester for 
obvious reasons of continuity and knowledge of the students' progress with 
their lEPs. The same faculty member is often a member of the teaching team, 
too. Thus far seven of eight faculty have been or are assigned to the teaching 
team. During the last four years, three of the eight faculty members have 
served as facilitator of the program. This provides greater understanding and 
support for changes, needs, and recommendations. 
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The faculty interaction has resulted in a strong sense of purpose and 
a shared vision in a department already enjoying high morale. The 
doctoral fellow is responsible for contributing ideas, recording decisions, 
processing the decisions, and placing pertinent information in a notebook 
for record and later referral. The fellow records the lesson plan on a 
predetermined form which is used by the teaching team and given to the 
students. Students are aware at the beginning of each six hour block of 
instruction outcomes they are responsible for achieving. 

Conclusion 

Problems and opportunities can be used to describe the planning, 
curriculum development, teaching, and evaluation which are all taking 
place during the academic year. Problems center around time needed for 
individual members of the department to advise students, direct disser- 
tations, participate in professional development on a regular basis, pur- 
sue research interests, and teach courses on three levels — master's, 
specialist, and doctorate. Given the renovation of the master's program, 
much time for decision making is required. 

Each member of the ELPA faculty has demonstrated a distinct style 
of leadership when addressing the myriad of problem solving opportu- 
nities that have resulted from moving away from habit and tradition to 
"new" and often risky tasks. As a result of this effort, the culture of the 
department has come to be characterized by the expectation that mem- 
bers will work as individuals and collectively to find better ways to 
become more responsive to the needs of students and the districts those 
students represent. The faculty has come to realize that while the process 
of change requires time and energy, the rewards are many — including 
positive feedback from students, increased requests for assistance from 
school districts served, a sense of satisfaction resulting from being a part 
of a learning organization, mutual respect, and tremendous pride in the 
realization of a vision. 
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For nearly one hundred years, the University of Northern Colorado 
prepared more classroom teachers and school administrators than any 
other institution in the western half of the United States. That remarkable 
fact must be combined with a recognition that, in its early days, the 
university offered an extensive summer program which provided oppor- 
tunities for educators across the nation to attend courses taught by such 
individuals as Elhvood P. Cubberly, George D. Strayer, George S. Counts, 
and Edward L. Thorndike who were regularly drawn to the campus in 
Greeley, Colorado as a way to escape summers in other parts of the 
country (Larson, 1989). Indeed, the University of Northern Colorado has 
had a rich history and a long tradition of preparing individuals for careers 
as professional educators. 

The history of the University followed a somewhat different path 
after the "glory days" of the 1920s and 1930s. While it continued to serve 
as one of the most productive teacher and administrator preparation 
institutions in the United States, its reputation for innovation and experi- 
mentation began to diminish. The preparation of school administrators — 
the hvus of this chapter— became tied to the image of most traditional 
programs. Throughout most of the past 35 years, aspiring school leaders 
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at the University were prepared for their future roles by completing a 
prescribed list of courses which included such standard fare as school 
finance, supervision, law, personnel, and so forth. Further, students 
completed these courses in no particular order, and the favored mode of 
instruction was the lecture. In short, the program in educational admin- 
istration at UNC was productive in terms of massive numbers of annual 
graduates, and it conformed to the standards and practices of programs 
available across the nation. It was, in general, considered to be a "good" 
program because of its adherence to existing practice and its productivity. 

In most recent years, however, the study of educational leadership 
has broken away from its traditional mold. In 1987, the Colorado 
Commission on Higher Education designated UNC as the state's primary 
institution for teacher preparation. The president and board of trustees 
accepted this challenge. As the first step in the rebirth of the College of 
Education, the decision was reached to restructure the ways in which 
educational administrators and other leaders were to be prepared. The 
old Department of Educational Administration was replaced with the 
current Division of Educational Leadership and Policy Studies, a change 
designed to signal the belief that the behavior of educational leaders is one 
of the most critical factors supporting high quality school programs 
(Edmonds, 1980; Lipham, 1981; Goodlad, 1985). In establishing the new 
program, the first task was to recruit a Division Director who, in turn, was 
responsible for recruiting and selecting an instructional team that would 
be committed to transforming the focus of preparation from managerial 
skills to leadership development. 

To better serve schools and students in a rapidly changing society, 
today's educational leaders require knowledge, skills, and attitudes that 
are different from those reflected in educational administration curricula 
of the past (UCEA, 1989: NPBEA, 1989; NAESP, 1991). One reason most 
existing university-based programs have been cited as being less than 
effective is because they have not been typically differentiated by levels 
of administration or degree levels in any particularly thoughtful se- 
quence. Few are designed with a conceptual framework, developed with 
a recognition of the value of adult learning theory, closely aligned with 
desired outcomes, or related to rigorous evaluation (Achilles, 1987). 

In this chapter, we present information related to the restructuring of 
the certification program in educational leadership development at the 
University of Northern Colorado. In this description, four questions will 
he visited: What are the underlying beliefs and values driving the new 
program? What is the content of learning experiences that serve as the 
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basis of the program? How has the program been organized to deliver the 
learning experiences? What further revisions of the program are antici- 
pated? 

Values and Beliefs 

To guide the new program, the faculty, students, and a statewide 
practitioner advisory committee created a philosophy that espouses a 
vision for effective leaders: 

Educational leaders possess knowledge of self, others, organiza- 
tions, and society necessary to perform creatively and effectively 
in diverse environments. They engage people in identifying and 
working toward the accomplishment of a shared vision for the 
organization. Leaders incorporate the ideas, values, and experi- 
ences reflective of a pluralistic society and promote continual 
learning. 

Seven non-negotiable core values were agreed upon to guide the 
development of the new curriculum, along with the learning activities to 
be used in the program: 

1. Human growth and development are lifelong pursuits; 

2. Organizations are artifacts of a larger society; 

3. Learning, teaching, and collegiality are fundamental activ ities of 
an educational organization; 

4. Validated knowledge and active inquiry form the basis of prac- 
tice; 

5. Moral and ethical imperatives drive leadership behavior; 

6. Leadership encompasses a learned set of knowledge, skills, and 
attitudes; 

7. Leaders effect positive change in individuals and organizations. 

A number of these value statements respond to criticisms of tradi- 
tional administrator preparation programs. For example, whereas most 
programs make sparse use of principles of adult learning (Hallinger & 
Murphy, 1991), the program at UNC emphasized the importance of 
lifelong growth and development. Further, National Policy Board for 
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Educational Administration (1989) has noted that many programs omit 
the importance of moral and ethical responsibilities. The new Northern 
Colorado program is grounded firmly in the belief that unless leaders 
develop a moral and ethical conscience, they will find it difficult to make 
decisions and will lose a sense of purpose. Finally, the program reflects 
a strong view that collaboration and collegiality are crucial to the growth 
of all individuals in an organization and that leaders are more likely to 
model these in schools if preparation programs emphasize them. 

In Search of a Knowledge Base 

After the faculty was able to articulate the set of espoused values and 
beliefs that would serve as the parameters to guide overall program 
development, the next issue that needed to be addressed concerned the 
content of learning experiences. The pursuit of an appropriate knowl- 
edge base was one of the most involved parts of the restructuring effort 
because it involved a review of a variety of potential sources, both 
traditional and emergent. 

Traditional Sources 

Educational leadership as a field of study is relatively new. It has been 
less than 100 years since the position of a formally-prepared school 
administrator became a normal part of school life in most school systems 
across the nation. The earliest views of the school administrator consisted 
of one of the teachers taking on some additional management duties from 
time to time. As schools (and American society) grew in complexity, the 
role of the part-time "principal teacher" changed to become a full-time 
administrator. By the beginning of the 20th Century, the word "teacher" 
had been dropped from the title of most leadership positions in schools. 
Nonetheless, it was considerably easier to identify the relevant knowl- 
edge base for educational administrators at that time. The person "in 
charge" got there primarily because he (most always he) had more 
seniority than any other teacher, could control the children, and, above 
all, was generally viewed as a master teacher (Daresh & Playko, i992). 

As school systems and individual schools increased in number and 
size, the vision of the school administrator became recognized as a more 
formal role separated from the world of classroom teaching. There was 
a prof essionalizat ion of leadership which resulted in the widespread 
recognition of roles such as principal and superintendent. It was no 
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longer a simple task to identify the role and supporting knowledge base 
simply in terms of instruction and teaching. Instead, school administra- 
tors were people who had "other duties" than teachers. But what were 
these duties, and what are the implications of these duties as they might 
relate to the development of an appropriate knowledge base to guide the 
development of the next generations of school administrators? 

Answers to these questions have at least three historical sources. One 
of these is reliance on the development of understanding and apprecia- 
tion for the concepts and constructs found in the behavioral sciences, as 
described by Murphy in Chapter 1 of this book. A second source is what 
might be called traditional reliance on the sharing of craft knowledge 
about the field of educational administration. Here, the determination of 
what should be learned about the leadership of schools was based 
primarily on those with experiences in administrative roles telling those 
who aspire to similar roles what is needed in the "real world." While this 
perspective allowed individuals to gain important insights into practice 
based on accurate sources of information, it has a major limitation. 
Specifically, the problem with learning by hearing about the practices of 
others alone does not guarantee effective performance. Simply stated, those 
with experiences may have unsuccessful experience to share. Further, 
learning by watching veterans may prepare people to deal with the problems 
faced in the past, but not necessarily to be able to cope with future issues. The 
preferred instructional strategy used to deliver this knowledge base has been 
the apprenticeship m iel. 

A third traditional source used in determining the knowledge base 
for educational administration has been through statutory specification. 
While state departments of education have been responsible for imposing 
such specified content, this has resulted typically from university educa- 
tional administration faculty (often in concert with practitioners) suggest- 
ing what the curricular content ought to be. In many cases, panels of 
practicing administrators and educational administration faculty have 
advised state departments of education as to the requisite skills needed 
for successful administration. Consequently, the knowledge base for 
leadership is comprised largely of a set of specific competencies related to 
the regulatory agency's interpretation of what effective educational man- 
agement skills shall be. This approach offers simplicity in determining 
what is to be taught and what is to be learned. As a result, universities are 
able to have a clear understanding of what to teach; course content is 
related to the competencies of the state so that students may be certified 
as leaders. The limitation here is that it depends almost exclusively on the 
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concept of leadership envisioned by a small number of practitioners and 
university faculty and condoned by the state. That vision may be limited 
by too great a reliance on narrow definitions of how to manage schools by 
maintaining the status quo in schools, rather than attempting to facilitate 
change and engage inleadership. The conventional instructional strategy 
used in conjunction with this concept of a valid knowledge base is the 
university graduate level course. Typically, each competing domain 
required by the state is addressed by a different course. 

Emergent Sources 

These traditional approaches to teaching about educational adminis- 
tration continue to serve as powerful determinants of the knowledge 
base. However, there are now emerging additional sources that have 
been instrumental in guiding the development of leadership programs 
such as the one at the University of Northern Colorado. These two sources 
are research related to the needs of beginning school administrators, and 
proposals related to the reform of educational administration prepara- 
tion in the United States. 

Deciding what to teach about school leadership may be determined by 
the research on beginning principals and other school administrators. Among 
recent investigations have been small-scale studies by Nockels (1981) and 
Turner (1981) in Great Britain, and research in the United States by Marrion 
(1983), Duke (1984), Sussman (1985), and Diederich (1988). The beginning 
year of school leadership is a time of great frustration and anxiety. 

Another study of a wider scale is the work of the National Foundation 
for Educational Research (NFER) by Weindling and Earley (1987). This 
work reviewed the characteristics of the first years of secondary head 
teachers throughout the United Kingdom. Interviews were conducted 
with beginning principals, their teaching staffs, and their administrative 
superiors to determine the ways in which principals achieved success in 
their positions, along with nature of frustration felt by the novice admin- 
istrators. The study examined such issues as the paths typically followed 
to the principalship, preparation programs, district support mechanisms, 
and relationships between heads of schools and their management teams. 
One of the recommendations from this study is that beginning principals 
need special consideration and support from employing school systems 
if they are to achieve any great success. 

In another study, Daresh (1986) interviewed elementary and second- 
ary school principals to determine their perceptions of problems faced 
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during the first year on the job. He found concerns in three areas: (a) 
problems with role clarification (understanding who they were, now that 
they were principals, and how they were supposed to use their new 
authority); (b) limitations on technical expertise (how do they do the 
things they are supposed to do?); and (c) difficulties with socialization to 
the profession and individual school systems (learning to do things in a 
particular setting — "learning the ropes"). 

Moststudies of beginning administrators have uncovered two themes 
that have implications for the ways in which the knowledge base in 
educational leadership may be defined. First, the issue of collegiality 
among school administrators deserves to be addressed as part of the 
preservice experience. Second, learning experiences must include ways 
for people to test some of their assumptions and beliefs concerning the 
nature of power, authority, leadership, and governance well before they 
step into an administrative role for the first time. 

The second emerging source of a knowledge base has been the large 
number of recent reform proposals. For example, professional associa- 
tions have proposed a number of changes to be made to strengthen 
preservice preparation. For the most part, these modifications focus on 
the content of educational administration programs. As such, they serve 
as important determinants of a legitimate knowledge base. One example 
of a professional association and its recommended improvements in the 
content of the field is the work of the National Association of Elementary 
School Principals (1991) which has suggested that proficiency for school 
principals can be found in the three domains of leadership, supervisory, 
and administrative or managerial proficiencies. 

Other perspectives on the knowledge base can be discerned from 
other national reform efforts. One of these, the National Comnv sion on 
Excellence in Educational Administration (Griffiths, Stout, & Forsyth, 
1988), focused its attention on the improvement of delivery systems for 
educational administration preparation. Two recommendations deserve 
particular attention. First, the Report of the National Commission sug- 
gested that great attention be placed on discovering ways in which univer- 
sities and local education agencies might collaborate more effectively in the 
preparation of educational leaders. It is argued that the historic pattern of 
universities assuming total, or at least the major, control over preservice 
instructional content, and the view that school systems arc to be passive 
receivers of people trained according to this pattern is no longer valid. 
Preparing individuals for future administrative responsibilities has been 
described as something that needs to be mutually-shared by all those who 
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would be identified as legitimate stakeholders in the development of educa- 
tional leadership. 

The second recommendation is that administrative preparation pro- 
grams must include more opportunities for "clinical" approaches to 
learning as part of the normal ongoing activities of preservice training. 
The assumption that a period of "learning by doing" before a person 
moves into a professional role for the first time is alive and well in the field 
of educational administration preparation. This follows the tradition of 
learning through the sharing of craft knowledge. 

The University Council for Educational Administration (UCEA) 
adopted an organizational Belief Statement (UCEA, 1989) which posited 
a knowledge base for the practice of educational administration. This 
Statement reported that administrators would be best prepared if they 
knew about societal influences on schooling, teaching and learning 
processes, theories of change, methods for studying policy, leadership, 
and the moral and ethical dimensions of leadership in a pluralistic society. 

The UCEA recommendations are derived from the work of the 
National Policy Board on Educational Administration (1989) which also 
examined the status of leadership training in the United States. The Policy 
Board went beyond the presentation of a recommended knowledge base 
by also proposing the desired relationships which should occur between 
content espoused by preparation programs and theory development in the 
field (Nicolaides & Gaynor, 1989), and also the ways in which the knowledge 
base should be related to conceptual frameworks which guide the delivery 
of that knowledge (Donaldson & Quaglia, 1989). 

Individual scholars have also suggested ways of modifying tradi- 
tional thought regarding the appropriate knowledge base. Murphy 
(1990a; 1990b) avoided recommendations of specific course content. 
Instead, his operating principles serve as a way to frame the revision of 
existing curricula: 

1. A single core program best serves the needs of students (as 
opposed to specialized programs). 

2. Programs should feature interdisciplinary exercises. 

3. Emphasis should be on depth of experiences (as opposed to 
content coverage). 

4. Learners are best served through the use of original source 
documents. 
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5. The purpose of the curriculum is to help the student develop the 
capacity to learn (as opposed to accumulating information). 

6. Teacher choice is a key to developing good curricula r experiences 
(as opposed to prescribing learning sequences). 

7. The curriculum should be constructed around problems of prac- 
tice (as opposed to being based on academic disciplines). 

Murphy has also raised the notion that the articulation of a knowl- 
edge base must involve some degrees of choice: Not everything that a 
school administrator must do might be thoroughly covered in every 
program. This perspective is contrary to many reform proposals which 
suggest that those involved with leadership must be exposed to a range 
of content that is almost beyond the grasp of most individuals. A 
prevailing view has been that school administrators must be trained in 
and become experts in such diverse issues as law, finance, instruction, 
curriculum development, special education, counseling, human rela- 
tions, interpersonal conflict resolution, and physical plant management. 
Each of these topics warrants significant commitments of time and other 
resources on the part of the learner. Murphy's proposal suggests that it 
is better to identify a few crucial issues to learn a lot about, rather than 
learning a little about a lot. 

In seeking an appropriate knowledge base to guide program devel- 
opment, then, the designers of the educational leadership program at 
Northern Colorado have a number of potential sources. These included 
tradition, along with legislated mandates in the form of state certification 
requirements. More recently, the knowledge base has been influenced by 
research to administrator induction and socialization, along with the 
recommendations of reformers. Finally, an important source for deter- 
mining the knowledge base comes at the level of local educational 
administration program developers. 

The Northern Colorado Knoxvledge Base 

As the program at the University of Northern Colorado has been 
developed, the faculty has been examining its assumptions concerning 
potential sources of the knowledge base that would guide the new 
curriculum. There has been a constant recognition that, while traditional 
knowledge in such areas as school law, teacher supervision, organiza- 
tional theory, and so forth is important for the formation of educational 
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leaders, those sources are not sufficient for effective performance. Addi- 
tional information must be provided in such areas as adult learning and 
development, the management of change and innovation, creating vi- 
sions, and shared leadership. Further, the focus of work at UNC has been 
directed toward developing a program that is a more holistic and integra- 
tive approach to leadership development than former programs. 

The faculty at UNC has worked to transform a traditional approach 
to administrator training which relied on completing a series of required 
courses into a more holistic leadership formation program which is more 
reflective of the knowledge base. The goal was to shift the preservice 
preparation of school leaders from a reliance on simply "collecting 
courses" in such areas as school law, supervision, finance, school-com- 
munity relations, and personnel to a set of integrated learning experi- 
ences which would provide students with needed knowledge, skills, and 
attitudes through a coherent program. The values and belief statements 
that drove initial program development are also reflected. 

A brief description of the content of each of the five core learning 
experiences follows: 

ELPS 601: Understanding Self: Developing a Personal Vision for Educa- 
tional Leadership. The primary objective is to enable students to develop 
an appreciation of their fundamental values and attitudes related to 
school governance, administration, and leadership. Considerable em- 
phasis is place on activities to lead participants to an appreciation of their 
strengths and weaknesses that may be related to their ability to achieve 
success and personal fulfillment as educational leaders. 

ELPS 602: Using Inquiry: Framing Problems and Making Decisions in 
Educational Leadership. The focus here is on assisting students to develop an 
appreciation of alternative ways of know ing used by school leaders, and how 
these alternative perspectives relate to leadership in organizations. 

ELPS 603: Shaping Organizations: Management and Leadership in 
Education. Featured here are learning experiences designed to assist 
students in developing an understanding of the basic structural compo- 
nents of educational organizations, along with the assumptions inherent 
in theoretical frameworks that describe organizational behavior. The 
relationship between the school and other organizations is also explored. 

ELPS 604: Understanding People: Professional Development and Educational 
Leadership. This provides an overview of fundamental issues related to the 
development of personnel within educational organizations. Attention is 



Restructuring Leadership Development in Colorado 



139 



directed toward entry level knowledge of issues such as staff appraisal, adult 
learning and development, and staff development. 

ELPS 605: Understanding Environments: Social, Political Economic, and 
Legal Influences. Knowledge of concepts and practices associated with the 
internal and external environments of educational organizations is pre- 
sented. Information is provided concerning entry level issues in the areas 
of school law, finance, and policy formation as characteristics of external 
environments. The development of curriculum and related policy in 
instructional improvement are issues considered as part of the internal 
environment. 

Two additional courses — the internship and specialized training in 
teacher evaluation — are also required by the Colorado Department of 
Education. Students are also expected to participate in advanced courses 
in various task areas. These are designed to assist them in learning about 
areas of educational leadership with particular relevance to individual 
professional goals. 

Program Delivery 

After the design of the new program curriculum was in place — at 
least to the point that it would make sense to university curriculum 
committees, state department reviewers, and other audiences who had 
the responsibility of approving new courses — the faculty then undertook 
the task of determining how to sculpt individual learning experiences so 
that they would fit together in a form where the whole would be more 
powerful than the individual parts. The faculty was guided by the belief 
that it is important to model fundamental program values and utilize 
what was known about adult learning and development. 

As a way to model the prevailing philosophy of the unit, the seven 
belief and value statements were adopted by the faculty. Those state- 
ments have guided course content because they have been incorporated 
into formal course objectives. For example, the belief that "organizations 
are artifactsof a larger society" isembedded in specific objectives for three 
of the five core learning experiences. An objective of Understanding 
Environments, for instance, is to increase knowledge of government 
agencies and various groups in society that directly and indirectly influ- 
ence educational policies and the allocation of resources. 

In addition, the faculty also wanted their teaching processes to reflect the 
belief and value statements. For example, "Learning, teaching, and collegi- 
ality are fundamental activities of educational organizations" is demon- 
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strated in team teaching and group learning activities. By offering three of 
the core learning experiences (Shaping Organizations, Understanding People, 
and Understanding Environments) for five semester hours of credit, the 
program has permitted greater integration of content and field experiences 
and has provided time for intensive group exploration of issues and team 
teaching by faculty and practitioners. 

Delivery modes have deliberately been tied to what is known about 
learning in adulthood. As a result, there has been an effort to draw upon 
the importance of accumulated life experiences, adult development is- 
sues, and the socio-cultural context in which learners work and live 
(Knowles, 1980; Merriam & Caffarella, 1991). Based on this, learning 
experiences are designed with the assumption that students enrolled are 
adults with an abundance of experiences from which it is possible to draw 
during class discussions and activities. There is a recognition that, while 
individuals may not already have a formal background in legal issues in 
education they have probably had numerous contacts with the legal 
system at various points in their lives. 

In addressing experiential learning, the goal has been to assist stu- 
dents to critically examine and reflect on past and present life experiences 
as they relate to their roles as educational leaders (Brookfield, 1987;Sch6n, 
1983; Mezirow, et al., 1990). For example, students are encouraged to 
share their experiences as an integral part of classroom activities, incorpo- 
rate them in simulations and problem-solving exercises, and in general, 
weave practical experiences throughout coursework (Galbraith, 1990). 

learning experiences in the program also reflect adult development 
issues. For example, students continually refine individual educational 
platforms (statements of educational philosophy) and interview educational 
leaders about their own career development. Adult development themes 
also serve as major content areas of two courses, Understanding Self and 
Understanding People. These themes are an integral part of student advise- 
ment which expects that, as adults, students are best able to articulate the 
nature of their life and career goals and interests so that an appropriate course 
of action might be developed to guide individual pursuit of leadership goals. 

Given the varying socio-cultural contexts of schools today, learning 
experiences have been structured to challenge students' stereotypical beliefs 
about individuals and groups. For example, students might examine, both 
individually and as groups, their own values and beliefs about cultural 
diversity. In addition, all learning resources represent a wide variety of 
populations and educational settings (from public schools to universities to 
training units within private business and industry). 
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Future Directions 

This description of the educational leadership development program 
at Northern Colorado highlights current efforts. Although the program 
is still in its infancy, certain programmatic changes are envisoned as 
occurring as the program matures. In considering these alterations, it is 
assumed that the faculty has been modeling certain underlying values of 
the program, especially the lifelong pursuit of growth and development, 
and the importance of validated knowledge and active inquiry. 

Notions for future refinement center on ways to integrate students' 
experiences across the core learning courses using alternative assessment 
procedures. In particular, two assessment techniques — educational plat- 
forms and portfolios — are seen as opportunities to increase student 
involvement in the learning process and to integrate course content with 
practical experiences. An educational platform allows learners to assess 
their personal philosophies, beliefs, values, and attitudes. A portfolio is 
a means for documenting learners' performances, revealing their accu- 
mulated knowledge and skills. These techniques allow learners to reveal 
their espoused theories as well as their theories-in-use (Argyris & Schon, 
1975). 

Educational Platforms 

The education platform is a means for a person to articulate his or her 
philosophy of education (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1983). Recent reform 
reports have advocated that aspiring administrators need to examine 
personal beliefs and values. For instance, the National Policy Board for 
Educational Administration (1989) has noted. . . 

. . . .Students must be pushed to examine their own belief system, 
their reasons for wanting to be administrators, their images of the 
mission of schooling as a social process. The curriculum should 
be designed to provide frameworks and tools to assist students in 
assessing the moral and ethical implications of administrative 
decisions in schools. They must come to understand the concept 
of public trust and to realize how values affect behaviors and 
outcomes, (p. 21) 

As platforms are being used in educational administration programs 
across the nation, several formats for platform development have been 
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suggested. Platforms might address such topics as the aims of education, the 
image of learners, the value of curriculum, arid the preferred teacher-student 
relationship (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1983; Daresh, 1989). In addition, Barnett 
( 1991 a; 1991b) suggests that platforms focus onsuch issues as desired student 
outcomes, instructional organization and delivery, community involve- 
ment, and institutional supports and constraints. Regardless of the number 
or types of issues examined in the platform, the format must allow for an 
examination of the person's actions and underlying beliefs. 

By developing and refining an educational platform, students are 
expressing their espoused theories, or how they believe they act (Argy ris 
& Schon, 1975). Their ideals about student learning, effective teaching, 
school climate, institutional support, teacher decision making, and com- 
munity involvement are more clearly defined by engaging in this activity. 
Thus, the specific behaviors and policies that support their ideals are 
represented in platforms. Having both beliefs and behaviors in a platform 
allows for a comparison of espoused values and actual practice. 

Portfolios 

Allowing learners to document authentic experiences through a 
portfolio is beginning to be an accepted practice in higher education. For 
example, colleges and universities are granting undergraduate course 
credl f for prior learning documented in portfolios (Barba, Carrolton, & 
Yeaw, 1984; Kemp, Smith, & Van Sant, 1984; Weissman, : 984). In 
addition, portfolios are being utilized to assess student learning during 
their program of studies. Business colleges are determining students' 
abilities in metacognitive processing, communication skills, and prob- 
lem-solving; colleges of education are incorporating portfolios to deter- 
mine students' multicultural sensitivity and insights gained from their 
field experiences; history departments are encouraging students to sub- 
mit portfolios comprised of written assignments, an autobiography, and 
a research paper (Hutchings, 1990; Maclsaac, 1991). 

Typically, learners develop a portfolio by selecting an array of artifacts 
and reproductions which demonstrate a skill, competency, or piece of 
knowledge. Artifacts consist of the actual products developed by learners. 
Examples of artifacts are research papers, lesson plans, annotated bibliogra- 
phies, written correspondence and policies, and budgets. Reproductions are 
written, verbal, or visual representations of an event. Oral histories, video- 
tapes and audiotapes or performances, demonstrations or exhibitions, jour- 
nals, and autobiographies are illustra^ns of reproductions. 
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Portfolios, particularly in educational administration preparation 
programs, can be created for at least three different purposes. First, self- 
assessment allows learners to judge how they have changed or developed 
using personal criteria. If learners have created individualized learning 
plans, self-assessment of these plans would be appropriate. Second, if 
program assessment is the intent, materials are compiled to represent the 
accomplishment of prescribed program goals and objectives. This type of 
assessment can be used "formatively" throughout a program of studies 
to determine progress. Also, it may be used summatively, at the conclu- 
sion of a program to ascertain how particular programmatic goals have 
been achieved. A "transition conference" can be held with students ai the 
completion of the program to assist them in identifying those strengths 
and areas of needed improvement related to their career aspirations 
(Hulsart, 1990). Finally, during an external assessment, materials would 
be collected and presented to future employers. Being familiar with job 
requirements and qualifications can guide the collection of the appropri- 
ate materials to include in this type of portfolio. 

Regardless of the type of portfolio created, the artifacts and reproduc- 
tions included therein should be accompanied by reflective statements 
that describe why these items are included and how they represent the 
student's learning. Rather than just being an activity record or a scrap 
book, learners provide "learning competence statements" (Forrest, 1977) 
which demonstrate expertise and knowledge. 

As a portfolio is created, learners are operationalizing their theories- 
in-use (Argyris & Schon, 1975). Portfolio artifacts and reproduction 
represent actual behaviors, not espoused actions. The reflective learning 
statements allow learners to relate their actions to stated values, beliefs 
and assumptions. A comparison of the insights gained from portfolio 
development with the espoused theories expressed in the educational 
platform can reveal consistencies or discrepancies between learners' 
stated intentions and actual behaviors. As platforms and portfolios are 
considered for use in the UNC leadership development program, these 
two alternative assessment strategies are envisioned as ways to enable 
students to determine if their espoused ideals (platforms) match their 
performance (portfolios). 

Integrating Platforms and Portfolios 

Efforts have been made to include instructional strategics in educa- 
tional administration programs aimed at revealing students' espoused 
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and in-use theories. For example, Kottkamp (1982) had students prepare 
preliminary platforms early in the semester and participate in a variety of 
role play activities throughout the semester. Class members provided 
feedback to one another, comparing their platform responses (espoused 
theories) with their simulated behaviors (theories-in-use). At the end of 
the semester, students prepared a revised platform based on peer feed- 
back. 

While simulated behaviors approximate a person's response to a real 
situation, it is believed that incorporating authentic evidence of perfor- 
mance through portfolios will enable students to reveal their on-the-job 
behaviors, and demonstrate their actual theories-in-use. Furthermore, to 
be most effective, platforms and portfolios should be implemented 
throughout a program of studies and not be solely a one-time event. As 
platforms and portfolios are considered for adoption, they are envisioned 
as becoming important formative and summative assessment processes 
which may be used to assist students in ascertaining their progress and 
future directions as educational leaders. 

The manner in which these assessment measures will be integrated 
into the UNC core learning experiences is outlined in Figure 7.1. The 
figure details when platforms and portfolios will be created, reviewed, 
and revised. The initial version of a platform is created early in the 
program during the first core learning experience, Understanding Self 
(platform #1). In this first version, students would be able to describe their 
espoused educational beliefs and values, create a professional develop- 
ment plan of their anticipated accomplishments during the program, and 
identify possible artifacts and reproductions for their portfolios. This 
exercise is meant to help students articulate their espoused ideals as well 
as to consider what experiences would be relevant to achieve their goais 
as educational leaders. 

As Figure 7.1 demonstrates, subsequent versions of the platforms 
could be developed and a portfolio could be created in conjunction with 
the remaining core learning experiences. Platform revisions (platforms 
#2 - #5) are shaped based on students' professional experiences as well as 
the goals, objectives, and learning activities of each core experience. 
Similarly, portfolios will be developed and continually revised by at- 
tempting to incorporate materials which correspond to espoused ideals in 
the platform and to the objectives of the core learning experiences. 
Constant revision and comparison of platforms and portfolios is meant to 
assist students in increasing the consistency between their espoused 
beliefs and actual performance. 
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Platform #1: 



UNDERSTANDING SELF 

Espoused beliefs, values, and program goals 
Proposed portfolio materials to collect 



USING INQUIRY 

Espoused beliefs, values, and actions (revised) 
Materials illustrating personal goals & inquiry 
objectives 



Platform #2: 
Portfolio #/; 



r SHAPING ORGANIZATIONS 

Platform # 2: Espoused beliefs, values, and actions (revised) 
Portfolio #/: Materials illustrating personal goals & 
Organizations objectives 



r UNDERSTANDING PEOPLE 

Platform # 2: Espoused beliefs, values, and actions (revised) 
Portfolio #/: Materials illustrating personal goals & 
People objectives 



f UNDERSTANDING ENVIRONMENTS 

Platform # 2: Espoused beliefs, values, and actions (revised) 
Portfolio #/: Materials illustrating personal goals & 

Environments objectives 
V 



Final Platform: Assessment of previous platform versions #l-#5 
Final portfolio review: (a) Ongoing professional development plan 
(b) Presentation to external audience 
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Figure 7.1. The Integration of Platform and Portfolio Assessment 
Activities within Program Core Learning Experiences 

or 



PREPARING TOMORROW'S SCHOOL LEADERS 



At the conclusion of the five core learning experiences, a final portfolio 
and platform will be submitted to the program faculty. The final platform 
will incorporate students' insights about ho w their platforms have changed 
based on their academic, professional, and personal experiences. The 
final version of the portfolio will differ from previous versions in two 
respects. First, a continuing professional development plan extending 
beyond the formal program of studies will be developed. Second, a panel 
of practitioners and faculty will examine the students' materials, discuss- 
ing the portfolio's information, new learnings, and future directions. This 
latter activity is an illustration of a transition conference (Hulsart, 1990). 

As envisioned, the incorporation of platforms and portfolios allows 
for all three versions of assessment described earlier. First, self-assess- 
ment occurs constantly as students develop plans and determine if 
personal goals have been accomplished. In addition, program assess- 
ment is happening as students develop platforms and portfolios based on 
the goals and objectives of the core learning experiences.. Finally, 
including practitioners as reactors to students' materials is a form of 
external assessment aimed at preparing them for the realities of job 
interviewing and articulating strongly held beliefs to other educational 
professionals. 

A Further Reflection 

Throughout this chapter, the restructuring of the Division of Educa- 
tional Leadership and Policy Studies at the University of Northern 
Colorado was described. Among changes that occurred were such things 
as a change of organizational unit title, the design of a completely new 
curriculum, and the recruitment of a new faculty. Perhaps the most 
important change has been the refocusing of the fundamental assump- 
tions guiding the work of the new unit. The Division now provides a 
coherent and integrated program in educational leadership which is 
designed to assist individuals in the formation of leadership skills and 
personalized visions of effective performance. 

A number of important conditions have been identified that served to 
create this restructuring of the leadership development program, and 
also maintain that change over time. The broad areas addressed in 
relation to these conditions include issues associated with faculty person- 
nel and the need to forge linkages within the University and beyond the 
boundaries of the campus. 
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Personnel Issues 

One set of factors that needed to be addressed as part of the change 
process has been related to personnel. Specifically, this has included 
recruiting and selecting new professors, developing a common vision 
among the faculty, and determining strategies to maintain support for 
faculty. 

Recruitment and Selection 

The recruitment and selection of a new faculty was the first challenge 
associated with the creation of a new program in educational leadership. 
Only one junior faculty member remained in the unit after the retirement 
of senior faculty. Thus, the critical factor in the selection of the first new 
professors for the Division was the Dean of the College of Education, an 
individual who had arrived one year earlier. The first person hired was 
the Division Director who led the search for the remainder of the faculty. 
The faculty which assembled at v he outset consisted of four individuals, 
three of whom were recruited from other institutions. The clear mandate 
of this group, as defined by the Dean, Provost, University President, and 
President of the Board of Trustees, was to develop a new' educational 
leadership program for the university. Further, this program develop- 
ment was to be carried out quickly and be sensitive to the University's 
legislatively-mandated role and function as the primary teacher arid 
administrator preparation institution for Colorado. In return, the Divi- 
sion received commitments of necessary resources to carry out this 
charge. These resources included financial support (i.e., private founda- 
tion support and salary lines sufficient to attract experienced faculty) and 
the opportunity to hire additional professors. 

Reflections on the recruitment and selection of faculty identified a 
number of critical conditions associated with program initiation and 
maintenance: 

1 . University and College commitments to support for staff did not 
waiver. 

2. Sufficient resources existed to provide competitive salaries that 
allowed excellent faculty to be recruited. 

3. New faculty were attracted by the opportunity to create a differ- 
ent program. As a result, another facilitative condition has 
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involved an expectation that "something new" would occur, and 
that the status quo was not acceptable. 

4. Faculty have been selected for their ability to work together 
productively as colleagues, and for their interest and commit- 
ment to the potential of the shared vision of leadership develop- 
ment espoused by the Division. 

Developing a Common Vision 

Earlier in this chapter, details were provided concerning the nature of 
the new curriculum and practices of the Division. Those practices were 
derived after considerable discussion on the part of the new faculty. Two 
particular conditions related to program development are found in 
discussions of a common vision: 

1. Time spent in reaching consensus about issues associated with 
program restructuring was substantial, but well spent. Faculty 
meetings have been directed toward open and free discussions 
more than announcements and short term planning. 

2. People recruited for the faculty were deliberately selected be- 
cause they appeared to be open to the need to work in an 
environment where a great amount of detail related to program 
development through open discussions was needed. 

Determining Support Strategies 

The most recent concern arising from the change process concerns the 
need to find ways to support the ongoing work of faculty. People have had 
to make personal adjustments to new work and personal environments. 
They have participated in time-consuming program development work, 
along with heavy teaching and advising schedules. In the latter case, courses 
have involved team teaching in many block schedule classes, a situation 
made more difficult because the University has not recognized commit- 
ments to team teaching as part of load. 

Furthermore, incorporating alternative assessment techniques into 
the program comes with certain costs and liabilities to faculty. Because 
the entire faculty needs to embrace the real and potential value of using 
platforms and portfolios, no one faculty member can be responsible for 
implementing these assessment strategies; they must be integrated into 
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all of the core learning experiences. The amount of extra ime and effort 
required of faculty must be viewed as relevant and crucial for the 
development of educational leaders. Faculty will need to be involved in 
staff development activities prior to and during the implementation of 
platform and portfolio use, another demand on their time and energy. 

These demands on staff have caused a consideration of the following 
conditions needed to support program development: 

1. The short-term solution to finding ways to support the work of 
faculty has been to assign faculty who have particularly demand- 
ing schedules (e.g., off-campus teaching duties, or team-teaching 
responsibilities) to at least one course which does not necessarily 
meet each week, or a course that normally enrolls few students. 

2. A long-term solution to the problem must be found. It must 
consist of finding ways to modify existing University policy so 
that faculty with off-campus or team-teaching duties are given 
special consideration of these responsibilities. For example, 
when faculty work in team-taught block scheduled courses, each 
member of the team should be considered as responsible for the 
entire number of credit hours assigned to the class, not simply 
half of those hours. 

Linkage Relationships 

The second set of supportive conditions needed to promote and 
sustain change in leadership preparation programs are related to linkage 
relationships which must be addressed both within the university, and 
between the university and significant external agencies. 

Linkages Within the University 

It has been necessary to establish and maintain effective relationships 
with groups within the University, including other departments in the 
College of Education, the administration of the College, various Univer- 
sity-level committees, and the central administration of the University. 

Maintaining positive relationships with other academic departments 
has been problematic at times. Because there was a University-wide 
interest in promoting educational leadership, the Division received great 
support, particularly in the form of higher-thaivaverage faculty salaries. 
Not surprising, there has been jealously on the part of faculty in other 
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units who have not agreed with the policy of allocating additional 
resources to a group of newly-hired professors. This issue has been made 
more visible by the longstanding University practice of maintaining a 
faculty salary schedule, similar to the practice of public school systems. 
Secondly, there has been a long history of inbreeding of faculty. Although 
this has changed drastically in recent years, there remain some faculty 
members in the College who are unconvinced that it is necessary to spend 
more money to attract faculty from across the nation to come to Colorado 
to run a graduate program. 

Relationships with the College dean's office have also had to be 
cultivated. The dean and his staff have been kept informed of all program 
developments, and there has been a concentrated effort by Division 
faculty to participate as active members of all College governance groups. 
In addition, there has been a need during the past year to work with the 
College Curriculum Committee as modifications of the program have 
been brought forward for review and approval. 

Beyond the College, linkages have also been formed with such groups 
as the cert red administration of the University. The Director has worked to 
maintain open dialogue with the President's office by assisting that unit with 
a variety of work involving the Governor's office, the state legislature, and 
the state business community. Additional important linkages have been 
developed with other University- wide units such as the Graduate School, the 
Research Corporation, and the Board of Trustees. 

The implications of these observations concerning intra-university 
relationships include the following: 



1. There are difficulties in a system where financial resources are 
provided to a select group of faculty as a way to target program 
development. However, without such resources, there is little 
likelihood that an experienced faculty could be recruited. Sustained 
support and commitment by key University decision makers is 
needed. This certainly will not cure all internal friction, but it will 
serve to reduce some declining morale that might begin to be 
experienced by Division faculty. 

2. In a smaller, non-research institution such as the University of 
Northern Colorado, all Division faculty have a critical role to play in 
maintaining important political linkages with a wide variety of 
university personnel. It is not the type of setting where a single 
leader (perhaps the department chair) can be expected to serve as a 
buffer between "them" and "us." Rather, there is a shared duty of 
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all faculty to serve as visible, active, and positive members of the 
University and College communities. 

Linkages Outside the University 

Positive relationships have had to be formed outside the campus as well. 
Among the most important agencies have been local school districts, the state 
administrators' association, the state department of education, the state 
legislature and governor's office, and private corporations. 

Developing positive working relationships with local school systems 
has been as important — and as difficult — in Colorado as it is in most 
settings across the nation. While there is a recognition that it is quite 
important to form linkages with school districts, it is not a simple task to 
build partnerships. Northern Colorado has long had a reputation as an 
institution which prepares a high percentage of teachers and administra- 
tors across the state. This fact has had both positive and negative 
consequences regarding program restructuring. On one hand, people 
have been interested in the University. On the other hand, there is always 
a concern that whatever changes occur must not be so radical as to modify 
or destroy the ability of people to administer existing schools. 

Relations with school districts have been addressed in two ways. 
First, an Advisory Council consisting of practicing school administrators 
from across the state has been formed to provide insights into the 
program design process. Second, the Division has cultivated a partner- 
ship with asubset of districts in its immediate vicinity. This partnership— 
the Alliance for Educational Leadership Development— focuses on the 
preparation of individual teachers to serve as future educational leaders 
by engaging in a variety of field-based and experiential activities while 
also proceeding through the Division's core leadership learning experi- 
ences. Support for the Alliance has come in the form of University and 
school district commitments of resources, along with a small grant from 
the Danforth Foundation. 

Linkages with the administrators' association have also been impor- 
tant. Prior to the creation of the new Division, the association had worked 
little with the University on an ongoing basis. Instead, it supported the 
creation of a principals' center and other forms of professional develop- 
ment at another institution in the state. There has been a strong effort to 
make UNC into a player in this effort by promoting more sharing between 
the association and the Division. For example, Division faculty are now 
members of standing committees of the association, and professors have 
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worked collaboratively with officers of the association in writing grant 
proposals. Slowly, there has been a strengthening of the relationship that 
needs to exist in order to increase the credibility and visibility of the 
Division. 

The state legislature and governor's office have also been important 
actors. In the case of the former group, there has been a need to deal with 
an increasing political expectation that greater accountability would be 
established for school leaders in the state. First, the legislature passed a 
law that changed the nature of teacher employment so that tenure would 
no longer be available to classroom teachers. This was in response to 
public reaction against teachers who appeared to enjoy guaranteed 
lifelong jobs without providing evidence of satisfactory performance. A 
key part of the compromise reached to enable the passage of this legisla- 
tion involved the requirement that school administrators would receive 
focused training in teacher evaluation. This mandate was addressed by 
the Division. Second, the legislature conducted a comprehensive review 
of certification practices in general. The Division has been watching this 
review to determine the fit between the University program and changes 
that may occur. 

The governor's office has been less involved as a direct actor in the 
development of the Division. However, the unit has endeavored to maintain 
a positive relationship. Specifically, the Director has served as a liaison with 
a special project designed to encourage innovative school practices across the 
state. 

Finally, a working relationship has been forged with numerous business 
and industry groups. Students participating in the Alliance for Educational 
Leadership Development have received special management training by 
corporations such as Hewlett Packard and Kodak. US West, the regional 
telecommunications leader, has also supported the unit with training oppor- 
tunities and financial support, and its retired CEO joined the faculty for a brief 
period of time as an executive in residence. 

Summary 

Developing a new vision for educational leadership development has 
been a long and difficult process. Not only has it been necessary to introduce 
<±iangc to a tradition-boim 

innovation be maintained in the future. As a result, curriculum develop- 
ment, faculty recruitment, policy enactment, and other forms of experimen- 
tation have had to take place while conditions were developed to create a 
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f acilitative environment for the change. This has been a lot of work, and it has 
naturally led to questions regarding the worth of the effort and whether 
modifications appear to be needed. Feedback from a variety of groups 
including local school superintendent >, other experienced administrators, 
and graduates who have now taken their first leadership positions has 
suggested that the restructuring of the UNC program represents an improve- 
ment of the status quo in leadership development for Colorado. But his 
feedback is not sufficient to cause the faculty to arrest its search for program 
improvement. 

A number of issues are on the agenda for further program develop- 
ment. First, refinements are being carried out regarding appropriate 
delivery of the content included in the core leadership learning experi- 
ences. As much as possible, each experience is being presented in a way that 
follows the assumptions of a Tri-Dimensional Model for Administrator 
Development, as shown in Figure 7.2 (Daresh, 1988; Daresh & Playko, 1992). 
Here, a balance among academic preparation, field-based learning, and 
personal formation and reflection is sought. A second issue faced by the 
faculty concerns strategies for including more practitioner involvement 
as part of the instructional teams. Finally, as noted earlier, there is a 
continuing interest in the identification of more authentic and effective 
forms of assessment to be used in the program, 



Academic Preparation 
(Traditional University Courses) 



Field-Based Learning 

(Internships, Planned Field 
Experiences, Practica, etc.) 



Professional Formation 

(Mentoring, Reflection, Platform 
Development, Styles Analysis, 
Personal Professional Development) 



Figure 7.2. Three Dimensions included in a Framework Describing the 
Professional Development of School Administrators. 
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Educational administration is in the midst of an intensive debate about 
what the field is and what it should be. At the center of this ferment is a 
challenge to the technocratic perspective that has characterized adminis- 
trative preparation programs for more than three decades. Most prepa- 
ration programs have focused on operational tasks — training adminis- 
trators as management functionaries. Administrators have been taught 
that organizations are rational, almost mechanistic, structures that oper- 
ate in a bureaucratic fashion. Largely absent from these preparation 
programs is a consideration of the moral/ethical/value dimension of 
leadership. One of the stances in the current reform effort is to make 
visible that leadership involves moral choices, not simply an adherence 
to technicism (Foster, 1986; Greenfield, 1992; Hodgkinson, 1991; Maxcy, 
1991;Sergiovanni, 1992). Against this backdrop in educational adminis- 
tration, shifting economic, social, and political systems have brought 
urgent demands for the reform of schools. 

Tin is chapter presents the response of the faculty in the Departmental 
of Educational Leadership, Miami University, to the call for administra- 
tive preparation reform. 1 Through a thoughtful and deliberative process, 
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the faculty designed a doctoral program to prepare school leaders to be 
reflective, critical, engaged intellectuals concerned with social conditions 
of schooling and the needs of children. The first section of this chapter 
provides a description of the department and its faculty, followed by a 
brief discussion of the change process. In the second section, the concep- 
tual framework for the program is presented, with the design of the 
program detailed in the third section. The last section highlights several 
conditions that are significant for the reconstruction of educational ad- 
ministration preparation programs generally. 

Background 

The Department of Educational Leadership offers a doctor of philoso- 
phy in educational administration with majors in school administration 
and curriculum; masters of education degrees in educational leadership 
and curriculum; and a master of science degree in college student person- 
nel services. Sixteen departmental faculty teach in the doctoral program 
(administration, curriculum, foundations and research courses). Seven 
faculty have doctorates in educational administration (four females, three 
males); four in curriculum (males); two in foundations (one female; one 
male); two in educational psychology (males); and one in history (male). 
Nine faculty are tenured; seven hold the rank of professor. 

Our initial attempts to reform the doctoral program in 1986 arose 
from a desire to strengthen the existing program. These efforts were 
premised on the assumption that exemplary preparation models existed 
and could inform our work. Faculty readily discovered, however, that 
programs in other universities differed little from our own. At that time, 
the lack of other reform efforts or concern among colleagues nationally 
immobilized our efforts. The position held by a number of faculty was 
"Why should we change a program that is working?" A year later in the 
midst of a five-year internal program review conducted by the university 
provost we requested funds for an external consultant to assist as we 
examined the status of our programs. Also, to facilitate the process, the 
faculty agreed to the submission of a proposal to participate in the 
Danforth Foundation Program for Professors of School Administration. 
These two events established an agenda that resulted in three years of 
intense dialogue, culminating in the alternative approach described in 
this paper. 

Acceptance into the Danforth Program exerted external pressure to 
keep program reform before the department as a priority for almost three 
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years. We made a commitment to the Danforth Foundation to consider 
substantial changes in program direction and content and periodically 
we were required to submit written reports of progress and to make 
presentations to our colleagues in the other five universities involved in 
the program. These external expectations provided the five-member 
departmental Danforth Program Planning Committee with a mechanism 
to ensure continued momentum within the department. At critical 
junctures when faculty interests waned, the Danforth Program kept the 
reform agenda on the table. 

A pivotal decision at the beginning of the Danforth Program was the 
selection of our external consultant William Foster. Several faculty felt 
Foster's (1986) book, Paradigms and Promises: Nezv Approaches to Educa- 
tional Administration, presented an alternative discourse that held prom- 
ise for informing our work. The dialogue with him over a two-year period 
revolved around the question of how do we educate administrators for 
intellectual and moral leadership. Following the ideas from his writings, 
we worked to create a program focused on democratic authority, empha- 
sizing both basic theory and real technical (craft) skills. 

Structurally, the five-member Danforth Program Planning Commit- 
tee 2 led by the department chair served as the planning group for the 
department. During the first year of program reconstruction, this com- 
mittee met several times a month with periodic meetings or retreats with 
all faculty. Given that we are as diverse a faculty as one would find 
anywhere, the conversations were intense, the process was messy, and 
the resulting conceptual framework at the end of the first year was a 
negotiated set of beliefs and values. In this diversity and messiness, 
however, a reconstructed understanding of authority, power, culture, 
ethics, and purposes of schooling emerged to shape the program's final 
form. But for the diversity this coidd not have happened. Diversity existed in 
the experience and educational backgrounds of faculty (administration, 
foundations, curriculum, educational psychology, and history); in gen- 
der and race; in political, intellectual, and ideological perspectives. 

Conceptual Framework 

Rather than being grounded in the traditional perspective, our pro- 
gram introduces individuals to a range of paradigms (or frames) for 
seeing the world. It provides educational leaders with a basis for 
understanding the boundaries of these perspectives; what questions are 
raised or not raised, how the parameters of one's world arc defined. A 
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context is developed to enable individuals to reconsider their frame of 
reference, to explore various discourses, but always with the understand- 
ing that no one theory dominates the program. An individual's selection 
of a particular discourse does not occur through a rational, neutral 
evaluation of alternatives but is related rather to emotional commitment, 
education, and experience; a shift occurs through insight and discovery 
(Foster, 1986). Our program is designed to nurture this discovery and to 
produce a fundamental reconsideration of educational leadership that 
might lead to more democratic constructions of schooling. 

The four assumptions undergirding the development of the program 
are highlighted below. 

1. The field of educational leadership must be reconstructed. A 

growing consensus from disparate sectors exists that schools and their 
leadership as presently structured are not meeting society's expectations. 
Proposals for reform abound, characterized by their common concern with 
structural solutions. Accepting the premise that the field of educational 
leadership must be reconstructed prevented simply recasting our doctoral 
program along the lines of popular notions of reform. Rather it necessitated 
a fundamental rethinking of schools and traditional authority relation- 
ships — a reconsideration that required recognition of the cultural context of 
schooling and the political and moral meanings surrounding the everyday 
struggle of students, teachers, and administrators. 

2. School leadership is an intellectual, moral, and craft practice. 

Recognizing administration as an intellectual and moral practice directly 
confronts the intense debate that has ensued in our field for more than a 
decade. It requires us to challenge the "positivist functionalist" paradigm 
that characterizes the field and its knowledge base. For us to reconstruct the 
education of leaders, however, we must understand the cultural and philo- 
sophical traditions underpinning administrative science and how it has 
structured what we see as legitimate knowledge (see Murphy, Chapter 1). 
Since the 1950s, the field has worked toward building a scientific knowledge 
base — one that precluded, for the most part, other modes of knowledge 
production and perspectives. Specifically, thisapproach based on rationality 
focused on the factual side of administration; real knowledge had its foun- 
dation in empirical science; administration wasconcerned with means rather 
than ends. As Greenfield (1988), an initiator of the debate in this field, noted, 
"The force of the assumptions of this method of inquiry dispenses with any 
knowledge not based upon objective and empirical observation" (p. 135). 
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Positivistic science deflected our attention from moral questions related 
to purpose and values. As a science, the field has emphasized the quantifi- 
able. If it is not quantifiable, it is not real. Thus we tend not to address such 
things as values, commitment, and character. As a result, our attention is 
focused on the effectiveness and efficiency of our schools, as evidenced by the 
knowledge production of the last decade. Operating from this paradigm, 
adjriinistrators in an objective, neutral manner make the "best" decisions. 
Personal values and choice, and of course responsibility, are separated from 
this process (Hodgkinson, 1991). 

A number of scholars have urged the reconsideration of administra- 
tion as a moral practice. Greenfield (1991), in critiquing the limitations of 
organizational and administrative theory, pointed out that such theories 
are "at best an analysis of the background factors that bear upon admin- 
istrative choice, decision, and responsibility;" they say "nothing about the 
choice, decision, and responsibility to be assumed" (p. 7). Maxcy (1991), 
however, cautions that we must not simply substitute a naive notion of 
moral philosophy — "we are no better off in jettisoning insufficient canons 
of scientific rationality by adopting insufficient canons of moral philoso- 
phy" (p. 125). We agree with him that moral principles are not a matter 
of personal preference or intuition but must be subjected to democratic 
deliberative processes; values must be determined in a democratic con- 
text for democratic ends. Given this understanding, we argue that "it is 
time for school administrators to be specifically educated in the area of 
moral theory and to actively consider the administration of schools as a 
moral activity" (Quantz, Cambron-McCabe, & Dantley, 1991, p. 8). 

Equally important with the intellectual/moral dimensions of leader- 
ship is the consideration of its craftlike (or artistic) nature if we are to 
construct new practices in schools. With the emphasis on empirical 
science, we have lost sight of the importance of the craft wisdom of the 
profession. Schoen (1987), in criticizing the technical rationality of 
professional schools, reminds us of the indeterminate zones of practice — 
those involving uncertainty, uniqueness, and value conflict. More often 
than not, problems encountered by professionals involve conflicting 
frames and values, not resolvable by drawing upon technical theory and 
knowledge. Schoen (1987) noted that "it is just these indeterminate zones 
of practice, however, that practitioners and critical observers of the 
professions have come to see with increasing clarity over the past two 
decades as central to professional practice" (pp. 6-7). Sergiovanni (1991) 
talks of such practice involving professional knowledge (or craft knowl- 
edge) that is "created in use as professionals face ill-defined, unique and 
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changing situations and decide on courses of action" (p. 41). Maxcy, in 
arguing for a new vision of leadership as design, says that it "entails both 
technical grasp of the facts and evidence of the case/' and "it also requires 
a set of enabling criteria that inform the nature of this new leadership. It 
is the 'surround' of conditions that brings into bold relief the artistic 
nature of leading" (pp. 191-192). 

Schoen urges that we study the experience of learning by doing and 
the artistry of good coaching. His reflective practice recommendations, 
which can be a means for bringing together the technical and moral 
considerations, have appeared with increasing frequency in school ad- 
ministration preparation programs, especially at the masters degree 
level. However, without situating such reflection in the context of an 
intellectual/moral practice, we simply reflect on the technical rationality 
that has driven and continues to drive our field. Schoen (1987) states that 
"depending on our disciplinary backgrounds, organizational roles, past 
histories, interests, and political/economic perspectives, we frame prob- 
lematic situations in different ways" (p. 4). In reconstructing leadership 
programs, different contexts/perspectives must be intertwined with 
practice to enable students to gain the requisite craft wisdom. 

3. Administrative practice must be informed by critical reflection — 
reflection situated in the cultural, political, and moral context of school- 
ing. Approaching schools as an arena for the politics of culture signifi- 
cantly changes the way one imagines a preparation program for leader- 
ship. School administrators must not only acquire an understanding of 
schools as sites of cultural conflict but understand how they in their 
official roles legitimate specific perspectives and practices. They must be 
able to assess schooling critically to illuminate the structures and prac- 
tices that disempower. They must see leadership, not as management, but 
as a means for working toward the transformation of the school to 
advance social justice and a democratic school culture. From the role of 
administrator, they can make visible the tensions between the realities of 
schools and the promise they hold for transformation. As Giroux (1988) 
noted, "In the absence of situating leadership in the contradiction be- 
tween what is and what ought to be, educating for leadership is reduced 
to the mastery of procedures and techniques" (p. 3). 

4. Leadership is the process of sharing power with others— teach- 
ers, students, parents, and community — for democratic purposes. Par- 
ticipatory democracy must replace the present hierarchical structure 
found in schools. Much of the writings advocating the organization of 
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schools around models of professional practice focus on the need to 
develop collaborative structures — structures that reframe the roles and 
responsibilities of teachers and administrators; structures that promote a 
community of learners. Strong sentiment exists that the very survival of 
public schools depends on alternative conceptions of power and struc- 
ture. For example, Clark and Meloy (1990) assert: 

We are certain of one thing. We will never move within the 
bureaucratic structure to new schools, to free schools. That structure 
was invented to assure domination and control. It will never 
produce freedom and self-actualization. We cannot get there from 
here. The risk of movement from here to there is not great. The 
bureaucratic structure is failing in a manner so critical that adapta- 
tions will not forestall its collapse. It is impractical, (p. 21) 

Our response (Quantz, Cambron-McCabe, & Dantley, 1991) to the 
call for oppositional, nonbureaucratic structures is to argue for demo- 
cratic authority — "an authority legitimized through both process and 
consequence" (p. 10). 

[D]emocracy is not always understood in terms of process and 
product among Americans. There is often a confusion of democ- 
racy with pure process — the belief that, as long as there is some 
form of participatory decision making, democracy has been 
achieved. We argue, however, that democracy implies both a 
process and goal, that the two, while often contradictory, cannot be 
separated. We believe that democratic processes can not justify 
undemocratic ends. For example, we cannot justify racial and 
gender inequity on the basis that the majority voted for it. While this 
dual-referenced test for democracy is not simple or clean, and while 
it often requires us tochoose between two incompatible choices both 
in the name of democracy, we can conceive of no other way to 
approach it. In other words, even though an appeal to democratic 
authority cannot provide a clear and unequivocal blueprint for 
action in every particular instance, it can provide a general and 
viable direction for intelligent and moral decision making by school 
administrators, (p. 10) 

Tliis entails that not only are educational goals democratically deter- 
mined but continually interrogated: who established the goal, who 
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benefits from it, whose interests are served, who is disadvantaged by it, 
how does it contribute to the broader vision and purposes of schooling. 

Program Structure 

If school administrators are to provide transformative leadership, a 
leadership education program must recognize that administration is an 
intellectual, moral, and craft practice. Our program emphasizes the 
importance of all three elements; one facet cannot be featured to the 
exclusion of the others. A central component of the program is a common 
core of course work focusing on the intellectual concepts underpinning 
administration, but equally significant is a series of seminars focusing on 
the technical dimensions (or craftlike nature) of practice. Transformation 
of schooling requires critical reflection on present practices informed by 
theoretical knowledge. To accomplish the goal of critical practice, the 
program consists of three components — Doctoral Core, Doctoral Major, 
and Research Component (see Chart 1 for structure and content of 
program). 

The Doctoral Core, which is taken at the beginning of the program, 
provides the initial theoretical foundation for all administration and 
curriculum majors within the department (see Quantz, Cambron-McCabe, 
and Dantley , 1 991). 3 The three courses included in this sequence are titled 
Culture and Education, Ethics and Education, and Power and Schooling and 
are prerequisites to many of the advanced major courses. For the most 
part, the social and cultural context of education has received only 
cursory attention in administrative preparation programs. In our pro- 
gram this is not simply a component but forms the context for critical 
reflection that is built upon throughout the program. The core courses are 
intensive, requiring in-depth exploration of three to four theoretical 
positions in each area and involve significant student participation in 
seminars, case studies, and Deweyan-type "problem-solving" situations. 

While the Doctoral Core courses are not static in design, examples of 
readings and projects from a seminar provide a sense of the pedagogical 
practices and experiences that characterize this dimension of the pro- 
gram. The students in the ethics and education course Fall 1990 read 
Peters' (1965) Ethics and Education, Dewey's (1966) Democracy and Educa- 
tion, Nodding's (1984) Caring: A Feminine Approach to Ethics and Moral 
Education, and Purpel's (1989) The Moral and Spiritual Crisis in Education. 
These books represent nonconsequentialist, pragmatic, feminist, and 
critical approaches to ethics and education. Following an in-depth 
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Chart 1 

Department of Educational Leadership 
Miami University 
Program Requirements for Doctor of Philosophy 



DOCTORAL CORE SEMINARS (9 Hours) 

Ethics and Education 
Power and Schooling 
Culture and Education 

ADMINISTRATION DOCTORAL MAJOR (27 Hours) 
Major Core 

Theory and Philosophy of Educational Administration 
Educational Leadership and Organizational Development 

Major Seminars 

Politics of Funding 
Collective Negotiations 
Transformative Leadership 

Electives 
Four courses 

RESEARCH COMPONENT (12 - 15 Hours) 

Theoretical Foundations of Educational Inquiry 
Quantitative Research Design 
Qualitative Research Design 

Minimum of one additional advanced qualitative or quanti- 
tative research course 

DISSERTATION (16 - Hours) 
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reading and class discussion of each perspective, a single case study was 
used during the course to explore the ethical questions and issues raised 
from each approach. While the students were studying these four 
approaches, they also were working in groups to investigate a particular 
ethical issue in a school site. By bringing the four ethical perspectives to 
bear on concrete realities, students were able to develop a reflective 
consciousness about accepted administrative practices, to understand 
that all administrative decisions have ethical implications. 

While the Doctoral Core courses are designed to promote an in-depth 
understanding of a range of theories in each area, they also enable the 
students to make theory meaningful through critiquing professional 
practice. A distinctive aspect of these courses is linking the various 
theories to practice by requiring students to address a concrete school 
problem or issue in a particular school site. The reflective consciousness 
developed around the themes of culture, power, and ethics in the Doc- 
toral Core courses continues throughout the advanced course work in the 
major and research components. 

The course titles appearing in the Doctoral Major are not dissimilar to 
those appearing in numerous traditional programs, but the Doctoral Core as 
the context for these courses and the pedagogical approach employed 
renders them significantly different. The major consists of 27semesterhours 
with five 3-hour courses required. Two courses are required in administra- 
tive and organizational theory; the remaining three courses are culminating 
problem-based seminars designed to confront significant issues in adminis- 
trative practice related to the politics of funding, labor relations, and transfor- 
mative leadership. 

To emphasize the professional practice or clinical nature of administra- 
tion, we endorsed a problem-based teaching approach for the course work 
in the Doctoral Major. While not all courses are entirely problem centered, 
all courses examine real educational practices in light of the particular 
administrative theories presented, as well as the theories of culture, power, 
and ethics encompassed in the Doctoral Core. A problem-based course in the 
Doctoral Major may focus on a particular problem situated in a school 
district, a series of problems drawn from a variety of school settings, or in- 
depth case studies. Regardless of the approach, faculty ensure that the 
essential technical skills needed to address the issue are taught. 

The three culminating seminars in the Doctoral Major, like tine other 
courses, are problem-based, but, unlike the other courses, are required to be 
situated in a particular school site These experiences enable students to 
integrate and apply theoretical concepts and technical skills acquired in 
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earlier course work. For example, the students in the politics of school 
funding seminar might work with a district confronting severe reductions 
due to its inability to gain support for increased local funding. The students 
could conduct a detailed analysis of the district's financial condition, exam- 
ine the power structure of the community, address potential reductions and 
their moral implications, and propose options that promote a just and 
equitable restructuring. The labor relations seminar class might work with 
a school district moving toward school site management to explore staff 
relations in a restructured organization by examining existing staffing 
arrangements, identifying impediments to shared decision-making, and 
designing staff development models to democratize the school. These two 
seminars are highly technical and problem based in focus but also are closely 
linked to the intellectual and moral issues that are the foundation of the 
program. The significance of the two seminars is not in the selected topics but 
in providing problems fundamental to the management of schools, which 
enable students to work through the technical aspects of practice ai the same 
time they confront questions regarding ethics, power, and culture. The 
technical seminars challenge students to question the given structures and 
goals of the school and to understand the role they can play as leaders in 
constructing an alternative vision capable of producing more equitable 
conditions in schooling. 

The transformative leadership seminar, which is the capstone expe- 
rience, is directed toward the technical aspects of transforming rather 
than merely maintaining existing school arrangements. The seminar's 
focus is not on a functionalist concept of organizational change but on 
transformation — actually reinventing the basic structures of schooling. 
School restructuring efforts are occurring throughout the country, but 
most efforts appear to be structural, simply the substitution of one bureau- 
cratic system for another. How do school administrators pro^ue leadership for 
restructuring in such a way that it is truly transformative rather than merely a 
technical effort? That is the essence of the study in the transformative leadership 
seminar. Through this seminar, students have direct involvement with adminis- 
trators, teachers and parents committed to significant transanimation. If restruc- 
turing efforts arc going to produce fundamentally different results (transforma- 
tion), leaders must he self- reflective and critical about schooling. The seminar 
places students in a position where consciousness can he raised regarding 
possibilities where the unproblematic can be made problematic, where the 
broader questions can be raised in an ef fort to make a difference and to serve an 
educative purpose. The students' work is more than an academic exercise: it is 
actual experience in school practice, real involvement in transformative 
leadership. 
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The Research Component of the program consists of a minimum of 12 
semester hours plus the dissertation. The typical student's program will 
include basic quantitative and qualitative courses as well as a course in 
which the philosophical conceptualizations of a range of approaches to 
research are explored. Advanced courses in quantitative or qualitative 
research are selected based on the type o' research that the student plans 
to pursue in the dissertation. While arguments have been made in the 
field of educational administration urging reformulation of the research 
agenda for doctoral students, we declined ro diminish the importance of 
school leaders conducting a major research effort. As intellectual leaders, 
they must not only understand the possibilities of research but also 
become responsible fo r the construction of knowledge for their own 
unique and particular situation. 

While we have retained the traditional dissertation requirement, we 
encourage students to select from a range of research approaches that are 
not typically found in educational administration — historical analysis, 
ethnography, microethnography, critical ethnography, literary analysis, 
etc. With the substantial focus on professional practice in the course work, 
it is anticipated that many students will draw their research projects from 
the problems of practice. Regardless of the approach or problem selected 
by the student, it is hoped that the research skills gained will promote 
more reflective practice. 

Recognizing that this new program will make a difference only if we 
attract the most capable candidates, a broad based recruitment strategy is 
being developed in conjunction with school administrators. At the same 
time, our traditional admission criteria based on test scores and academic 
grade point averages have been extended beyond numerical ratings to 
assess other qualities that may enable individuals to be transformative 
leaders. Through personal interviews we attempt to assess the quality of 
candidates' previous leadership experiences, intellectual curiosity, con- 
cern for teaching, desire to make a difference in children's lives, etc. These 
intangibles may be the most significant qualities in how individuals lead 
but the most difficult to assess (see Mulkeen & Cambron-McCabe, 1993). 

In total, the faculty spent three years completing the design of the 
program, focusing significant efforts on pedagogical issues the second 
and third years. As difficult as it was to reach agreement on the concep- 
tual framework of the program, the pedagogical changes may be the most 
troubling for implementation but absolutely crucial to the success of the 
program. To promote the critical reflective leadership that is central to 
our program, the learning process and learning context must provide 
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frequent opportunities to analyze, critique, and reflect on school organi- 
zations and the problems of practice that occur within them. Traditional 
teaching approaches do not encourage a questioning of structures and 
organizations, of relationships, of goals and purposes. However, adopt- 
ing a problem-based approach for a large number of courses in the 
program changes the teaching role in fundamental ways for which faculty 
may not be prepared. As designed, the problem of practice selected 
shapes the seminar, not a faculty member's prepared lectures. Accepting 
this new role requires accommodation by both faculty and students. 

To facilitate implementation of the program, faculty development 
focused on both the substance of the program and pedagogy. For the 
themes of ethics, power, and culture to be integrated in (or, as we say, 
pulled through) the administrative major courses, it was essential that the 
administration faculty gain an in-depth understanding of the conceptual 
framework developed in the Doctoral Core. One approach was the 
establishment of a faculty reading group focused on the required books 
as the seminars were taught. Faculty discussed the content of the books, 
the students' responses, and the instructor's reaction to the class sessions. 
Another important aspect was the encouragement of faculty to sit in on 
the core courses for the entire semester. A number of faculty have now 
"audited" these courses and built the themes into required and elective 
major courses. This has been particularly significant for new faculty who 
were not part of the three-year development. In addressing pedagogy, we 
used consultants to assist us in learning various approaches such as case 
studies and simu'. 'Ons; we collected and shared case studies and prob- 
lem-based materials; and we purchased an extensive variety of books and 
materials. 

To maintain a reflective criticism of our program, we instituted 
several procedures'during its design. One that promises to be the most 
helpful is requiring the instructors for the doctoral core courses and the 
major culminating seminars to submit their syllabi to the department for 
questions and challenges prior to the semester in which they are taught. 
It is hoped that this regular critique by colleagues will keep the courses 
responsive to the program's intent and its evolution as well as continue 
the conversation about who we are. Additionally, prior to the beginning 
of each academic year, the program is reviewed and discussed in a faculty 
retreat— what is working; are the themes viable; are the school sites we 
have selected for the problem-based focus appropriate; have we identi- 
fied the best sequencing for the course work; are we delivering the 
program we planned. 
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Conditions for Reconstructing Preparation Programs 

For Miami University, the crucial condition enabling reconstruction 
was its faculty — a faculty committed to learning and growing together, a 
faculty concerned about the social and political crises that threaten our 
society, a faculty convinced that school leaders must be prepared to 
assume responsibility for creating democratic schools that make children's 
lives more meaningful. Bringing diverse perspectives, school experi- 
ences, and academic backgrounds, the faculty created an alternative 
design that speaks to issues of social justice, equality, and democracy. It 
grew out of our dialogue about the purposes of schooling and the need to 
create a program that would enable our graduate students to think 
critically about the possibilities of schooling. 

Rather than address simply the range of conditions that enabled 
Miami to build its program, I want to reflect in this section on two 
observations that have evolved from my work with three of the four 
cycles (17 universities) of the Danforth Foundation professors program. 
Both issues are significant as departments undertake reconstruction. 

Professional Culture Supportive of Reconstruction 

For departments of educational administration to embark on sub- 
stantive or radical changes in leadership preparation programs, the 
profession as a whole must signal that reconstruction, not merely reform, 
is imperative. To bring this about, a "safe space" must exist that says its 
okay to attempt radical changes. Undoubtedly, for Miami University and 
over twenty other institutions, support through the Danforth Foundation 
Program for Professors of School Administration was pivotal in creating 
such a space. 

In 1986 when Miami University faculty began reconsideration of the 
doctoral program in educational administration, the absence of a mean- 
ingful discourse and program designs focusing on reconstruction posed 
an insurmountable block to departmental efforts. Later, in 1988 as a 
participant in Cycle II of the Danforth Foundation's professors program, 
the department found itself in a professional culture that encouraged 
reconstruction rather than simply the reshaping of existing programs. 
The six participating universities in Cycle II of the Danforth program 
pursued quite divergent designs, but the framework provided by the 
professors program allowed a dialogue to emerge that nurtured indi- 
vidual university efforts. In critiquing our program design, colleagues 
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from other universities posed difficult questions, raised perceptive points, 
and always pushed our thinking beyond the traditional. 

Although the Danforth Foundation program cannot be replicated for 
all institutions, a "safe space" can be created for faculty to think and 
reinvent with colleagues nationally. This book helps to build that culture 
by focusing on programs that have implemented substantial alternative 
designs. The National Policy Board for Educational Administration's 
publication, Design for Leadership, highlights other efforts. The fall 1991 
annual meeting of the University Council for Educ ational Administration 
focusing on "Challenging Conventional Assumptions About Schooling: 
Implications for Preparing School Leaders" provided a much needed 
forum for faculty involved in reconstruction. These signals are not 
insignificant. 

Transformation of the Department Chair Role 

The traditional roles of faculty and department chairs mitigate against 
change. We live in a world where faculty are entrepreneurs; they create, 
form, and shape their disciplines and their roles within a department. 
Faculty receive the highest rewards for their individualistic efforts in 
research and scholarship. For the most part, their identity is with their 
field or speciality area. They are members of a departmental structure 
that promotes a separatism, where collaborative teaching does not exist, 
and where there is little overlap in the responsibility for teaching specific 
courses- Departments claim a collegial env ironment, but most often these 
relationships center around personal relationships rather than actual 
departmental concerns. 

Within this culture, department chairs tend to model the functionalist 
perspective that has dominated the field of educational administration; 
they manage departments. As managers, chairs are expected to handle the 
routine matters: the day-to-day operations (particularly the paper work), 
distribution and management of resources, assignment of equitable 
workloads, mediation of conflicts, evaluation of faculty, and recruitment 
and admission of students. Consequently, faculty meetings focus on 
rc u f ine issues such as course numbering systems, development of faculty 
workload formula, approval of individual courses, allocation of travel 
funds, etc. For accreditation or state review, visionary mission statements 
and goals are written and filed for reference. 

Educational administration programs cannot be reconstructed from 
the functionalist paradigm with its managerialist view focusing on means 
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rather than ends. Foster (1986; 1989), Smyth (1989), and others have urged 
that school leaders assume an educative role; department chairs in higher 
education must also assume such a role. Chairs must provide the 
conditions that enable faculty to be self-reflective about their work and to 
acquire new lenses for assessing and altering programs. The vision for 
reconstruction of preparation does not rest with the chair, but rather the 
chair adopts a form of leadership that promotes dialogue about what our 
field is (its history), what our knowledge base is, and the values and 
perspectives imbedded in that knowledge base. Such leadership involves 
a questioning of the "taken for granted" structures and approaches and 
allows faculty to envision alternatives (Foster, 1989). Smyth (1989) 
characterizes this as "a discourse about the pedagogic as contrasted to the 
managerial" (p. 182). Such leadership makes possible critical self-reflec- 
tion and enables faculty collectively to create alternative visions for 
preparation programs. 

How do we actualize- this form of leadership? Professionally, we have 
been conditioned to be forceful, articulate advocates, rather than collabo- 
rative inquirers, for our points of view (Senge, 1990a). This is clearly 
exemplified in the numerous program redesign efforts we undertake 
periodically in our departments. As programs are revised to meet 
external or internal mandates, we advocate for our positions, and pro- 
grams become a set of compromises with faculty essentially teaching 
what and how they want to teach after the effort is completed. Senge 
(i99()a) argues that we cannot build a shared vision (or core values) 
without confronting the mental models we each hold. These mental 
models are constructions or images that we continually use to make sense 
of our world. To us, these mental models are wh X is, not our interpreta- 
tion of what is. He maintains that recognizin, and addressing these 
mental models requires reflection and inquiry skills few leaders possess. 
According to Senge (1990b), "the b^sic puzzle is how can we surface, 
expose, and bring into a conversation people's assumptions about the 
y-orld so that shared mental models can continually improve" (p. 5). 

Departmental faculty commence program change initiatives by de- 
veloping common goals and beliefs but without fully understanding the 
assumptions that each individual brings to those statements. What we do 
not confront is the ideology that drives us individually. The divergence 
becomes most evident at the point of implementation when our programs 
remain unchanged. The chair as an educative leader can establish a 
culture in which these assumptions or "mental models" can be chal- 
lenged. This means changing the nature of our conversations. A begin- 
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ning point is understanding our history and making that problematic. 
From this foundation, we can begin the development of shared belief 
statements (or core values) about preparing school leaders. The role of the 
chair becomes one of asking questions — questions that require faculty to 
articulate their images and understandings. These belief statements 
among faculty are revealing and contradictory. For example, faculty may 
agree that "educational leadership is an intellectual, moral, and craft 
practice," but at the point of program design may then argue that 
"educational administration preparation programs must convey 'best 
practice.'" The contradictions that arise must be made explicit. 

An educative leader creates a culture that brings into conversation 
faculty views about schooling and leadership — an environment that 
makes connections. Films, books, or specific issues can be used to create 
conversations whereby mental models are surfaced. After the collective 
vision is built, having individuals construct pictorial representations 
(models) of their vision of school leadership is one means of enabling the 
group to be attentive to the individual assumptions that drive the vision. 
As program development begins, all aspects must be examined in the 
context of the agreed upon beliefs. Is a particular pedagogical approach 
consistent with the core values? Does the course work engage the 
concerns raised by the core values? Do the core values result in a 
distinctively different program? 

Conclusion 

The design of our program challenges the orthodox educational 
administration perspective but also holds all perspectives up to critical 
reflection. Students in the program are continually confronted with 
views, or ways of seeing, that raise questions about their long held beliefs 
regarding schooling, culture, and power. While the program urges the 
practice of reflective critical leadership, no one theory, model, or frame- 
work can prescribe rules for action. Rather each leadership decision must 
be assessed in terms of its political, cultural, and moral meanings. A 
critical theory of administration is one of the perspectives in our program 
that makes possible this assessment and reflection. Foster's (1986) com- 
ment on the necessity ^f a critical theory in school administration compel- 
lingly describes the aspirations for our newly reconstructed program: 

A critical theory requires us to reflect on what we do and how 
what we do affects all who encounter us. A critical theory seeks 
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the moral base of decisions and the effects of those particular 
decisions on the youngsters in our charge. It asks how our 
organization impedes the learning and progress of students. It 
asks how we, as individuals, can make a difference, (p. 70) 

Notes 

1. A version of several sections of this paper appeared in Cambron- 
McCabe, N. H. & Foster, W. (1993). A paradigm shift: Implications for 
the preparation of school administrators. In T. Mulkeen, N. H. Cambron- 
McCabe, & B. Anderson (Eds.), Democratic leadership: The changing context 
of administrative preparation. Norwood, NJ: Ablex. 

2. The Program Planning Committee is a standing committee in the 
department charged with program review and development. During the 
department's participation in the Danforth Program, it functioned as the 
Danforth committee. Members are appointed to the committee annually 
by the department chair. 

3. The Department of Educational Leadership offers major areas of 
study in both administration and curriculum. While these are separate 
programs, students generally design their majors with course selections 
across the two areas. For example, administration majors could have as 
much as one-third or more of the major hours from the curriculum area. 
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Preparing Effective Leaders for 
Schools and School Systems: 
Graduate Study at the University of 
North Carolina-Chapel Hill 



Howard Maniloff 
David L. Clark 



The impetus to establish new graduate programs in educational leader- 
ship at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill (UNC-CH) did not 
come from the faculty of educational leadership at UNC-CH. Neither was 
it a response to pressure from public school leaders. The changes came 
instead at the insistence of both the political community within the State 
and the Graduate School of the University. The former was provoked to 
action by the sense that more effective leadership was imperative to 
school reform in North Carolina. The latter was dissatisfied with the 
academic quality and rigor of the existing graduate program in educa- 
tional leadership in the School of Education. 

The Call for Better Leadership 

The context for change at the University was embedded in national 
and state demands for more effective school leadership. The widely 
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disseminated effective schools research argued that the effectiveness of 
the principal was imperative to school improvement. The Education 
Commission of the States (1983) identified improved "leadership and 
management in the schools" (p. 40) as one of its eight action recommen- 
dations. Few of the reform reports of the 80s failed to single out school 
leadership as a key variable in the improvement of American education. 

North Carolina reform commissions followed the lead of the national 
reports. In 1984, North Carolina's Commission on Education for Eco- 
nomic Growth (1984) recommended that North Carolina, "improve the 
leadership and management of North Carolina's Public Schools — by 
enhancing the training, pay, and career status of school administrators by 
developing their expertise as instructional leaders and by improving 
management systems" (p. 26). The most immediate impact of this 
recommendation was the establishment at the University of North Caro- 
lina at Chapel Hill of an executive training program for principals. 

In 1985, the State Legislature directed the Board of Governors of the 
University of North Carolina, the governing body of this 16-campus 
institution, to establish a task force on teacher preparation programs and 
to report its findings to the 1987 session of the Legislature (Task Force on 
the Preparation of Teachers, 1986). As the Task Force proceeded, it 
recognized the integral relationship of improved professional prepara- 
tion for both teachers and administrators: 

The Task Force has necessarily given attention to the continuing 
education needs of school administrators. Its interests and 
responsibilities have been directed to those issues and needs 
related to the preparation of classroom teachers, but the success 
of whatever is done to strengthen the teaching profession is 
profoundly influenced by the effectiveness of school adminis- 
tration. Thus, there is a clear need to ensure strong programs for 
the preparation of key administrative personnel — principals, 
superintendents and others with comparable responsibilities. 
(P. 57) 

The Task Force then recommended that "the Board of Governors call 
upon the President of the University of North Carolina to conduct a study 
in 1987-88 for the purpose of designing a rigorous Ed.D. program as a first 
professional degree program for senior school administrators" (pp. 57-8). 
Thus, what had started out in the early 1980s as a recognition of the need 
for effective leadership by principals had evolved into a recognition of the 
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need for quality district level leadership and then of the need for better 
programs to prepare school leaders at all levels. 

The Pre-1991 Program at Chapel Hill 

UNC-CH was not lagging behind the field of preparation of educa- 
tional administrators in 1990. The program was typical of what would 
have been found in most doctoral level institutions. Several periodic 
reviews of the UNC-CH program between 1984 and 1990 had reported 
that: 

• Part-time study was inadequate to prepare senior school adminis- 
trators. 

• Courses were often duplicative and were viewed by students as a 
collection of individual courses rather than a cohesive, sequential 
program design. 

• Coursework was criticized as removed from practice — not too 
theoretical, just not relevant. 

• Coursework was lagging behind practice. This seemed especially 
true of the preparation of school building leaders as their role as 
leaders in school reform became widespread. 

• The program had too few faculty and too many students. 

• Internship experiences were not sufficiently intensive to provide 
conditions for practice in real positions or, subsequently, for reflec- 
tive practice. 

• Students were arriving at the stage of the dissertation with little or 
no experience in conducting research or in professional writing. 

• Research courses** mi the dissertation had little to do with real school 
problems. 

The challenge, then, was to create a new program to confront these 
weaknesses, to change university practice to fit the requirements of 
leadership preparation in education in the 1990s. 

The Statewide Charter for Change 

In December 1987, the President of the University of North Carolina, 
CD. Spangler, Jr. , responded to the recommendation of the Task Force on 
Teacher Preparation by appointing a committee of academics and school 
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administrators "to design a rigorous new Ed .D. program for senior school 
administrators in North Carolina" (UNC, 1989, p. 1). The committee was 
chaired by Dr. John M. Howell, Chancellor Emeritus of East Carolina 
University. During the period of the committee's work the university 
froze action on all doctoral preparation programs in North Carolina's 
state institutions. The universities were notified that subsequent to the 
acceptance of the committee's recommendations by the Board of Gover- 
nors all institutions would be eligible to apply for approval of new Ed.D. 
programs for the preparation of senior educational administrators. 

The committee's conception of its task influenced its final rec- 
ommendations, to wit: The Committee found that the profes- 
sion of educational administration is no less in the midst of 
reformation than the teaching profession. The task has changed 
in the last few years and the role needs to combine more 
effectively the practical needs of school management and com- 
munity educational leadership. Principals and superintendents 
have a demanding and often contradictory mission: to preserve 
tradition and to promote change. Management skill alone will 
not fulfill that mission. But leadership ability will not in itself 
produce effective schools. Both management skill and leader- 
ship ability, carried out by well educated and reflective practi- 
tioners, are required to administer today's schools and to pro- 
duce tomorrow's citizens and leaders. . . It is the University's 
task to see that the quality and availability of educational 
leadership is the best it can provide. (UNC, pp. 10-12) 

The Howell Committee completed its deliberations by December 
1988, and recommended a program with the following basic features: 

1 . At least three years of post-baccalaureate study and a minimum 
of 60 semester hours of study for persons with a masters degree. 

2. At least one year of full-time study in-residence. 

3. At least one year of carefully planned and supervised adminis- 
trative internship. 

4. Completion of the full course of study within a cohort training 
format. 

5. Successful completion of a set of core course requirements (mini- 
mum of 24 serr^^te^ours in the field of administration). 
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6. Completion of written and oral examinations at appropriate points 
in the course of study and dissertation research. (UNC, pp. 14-19) 

The impact of the six recommendations varied significantly from cur- 
rent practice. Most unanticipated, of course, was the institution of a full-time 
period of residential study. No institution in North Carolina had adhered to 
such a requirement for the preparation of educational administrators. The 
full time internship was almost as disparate from current practice and 
suggested a quite different relationship between the universities and school 
systems The cohort arrangement was novel but not difficult to implement 
once the idea of full-time study was introduced. The 60-hour post-master's 
requirement suggested the disengagement of master's from doctoral level 

StUd The Howell Committee provided explanations for the recommenda- 
tions that it felt would be most controversial. The residence requirement was 
deemed"essential"because"itprovidesaperiodofundistractedstudymthe 

basic courses . ." The committee further defined the need for full-time study 
bvcontrastingthisapproachwitlithecurrentsituation: "It (the residency) is 
an important safeguard against any prospect of a watered-down cr frag- 
mented educational experience often characteristic of isolated, part-time 
study A period of full-time study is essential to a strong and ngorous 
program and helps to guarantee not only the production of effective gradu- 
ates but also that a majority of those who start the program will complete it. 
(UNC, pp. 14-15) 

The committee described the required cohort approach as a way to allow 
students to "learn from and support one another." The committee described 
the cohort approach as particularly well suited "to mid-career traming 
programs where students with a wealth of varied experience can add to the 

program." (UNC, p. 16) 

The required core courses were to total at least 60 semester hours and 

were to fall in these areas: 

. General knowledge and leadership skills in administration (24 
semester hours) 

. Applied research skills for practitioners (12 semester hours) 
. A correlated minor or supporting area (12 semester hours) 
. A carefully structured and well supervised administrative in- 
ternship (6 to 12 semester hours) 
• Dissertation (6 semester hours) ^ , _ , 



1 82 PREPARING TOMORROW'S SCHOOL LEADERS 

The Howell Committee's recommended program paralleled national 
recommendations made at approximately the same time by the National 
Policy Board for Educational Administration (1989). Both sets of recom- 
mendations called for full-time study. The core courses outlined in each 
set of recommendations also paralleled one another in focusing on, for 
example, cultural influences on schooling, teaching strategies, organiza- 
tional studies, policy analysis, leadership, and ethics. 

The Howell Committee and the Policy Board also addressed faculty 
issues similarly. Each recommended a core of at least five full-time faculty. 

The Howell Committee asserted that "a fundamental orientation 
should be maintained throughout the program on the professional prac- 
tice aspects of school administration and educational leadership." The 
committee emphasized that the "program should not be designed to 
prepare college teachers or educational researchers" (UNC, p. 19). This 
was also the focus of the Policy Board's program. 

After accepting the Howell Committee's report, the President of the 
University System notified all chancellors within the system that they 
could submit a proposal for establishing a doctoral program in educa- 
tional leadership within the guidelines of the Howell Committee report. 
The three campuses that were already offering doctoral level programs 
for practitioners were prohibited from admitting new students. They 
were invited to submit a proposal to reestablish a doctoral program. The 
President appointed a committee of university professors and practicing 
school administrators, the former from out-of-state and the latter from in- 
state, to review proposals from the State universities and make recom- 
mendations on the proposals to him. 

The UNC-CH Response 

The Chancellor at UNC-CH responded to the challenge of develop- 
ing a new Ed.D. in Educational Leadership by appointing a University 
Committee on Preparation for Educational Leadership. This committee 
was chaired by a political scientist who was also assistant dean of the 
Graduate School and included four School of Education faculty members 
(one from educational administration) and eight campus faculty leaders 
from such areas as business administration, health and policy adminis- 
tration, public administration, public policy analysis, social work, law, 
and political science. The initial report of the committee addressed all the 
basic challenges presented by the Howell Committee. The campus commit- 
tee work was reviewed by the Administrative Board or the School of 
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Education, the Administrative Board of the Graduate School, and the 
external advisory committee which had been appointed by the UNC General 
Administration. 

The importance of the rampus-wide committee to the long range 
success of the current program deserves emphasis. The leadership in the 
Graduate School, which controlled both the Ed.D and M.Ed at UNC-CH, 
had lost confidence in the efficacy of the existing program. They had 
confidence in the campus-wide committee. The members of the campus 
committee developed a stake in the new proposal and provided support 
for a radical change. This committee chose to concentrate on proposals 
that cast the structure of the new Ed.D. without attempting to detail its 
content. In fact, the committee charged the existing faculty, along with 
new faculty members who were being recruited, to flesh out the details of 
the program's structure, content, and operation. This positioned the 
expanded faculty to work within the framework of a proposal that was 
already acceptable in broad outline, by colleagues within the School, 
across campus, in the Graduate School and at the university level. 

During the time period in which student admissions to the existing 
program had been restricted, the number of faculty who were assigned to the 
program ha d also been reduced . As part of the process of approval of the new 
program, the Dean of the School of Education agreed to supplement the 
faculty resources in educational leadership. Twonew faculty were recruited 
from other universities. These individuals had expertise in organizational 
theory and policy studies. Two faculty members from within the School 
accepted joint appointments in the new program bringing expertise in 
special education and the social context of education. A North Carolina 
school superintendent, who had earlier headed a key reform effort as 
associate state superintendent of education, was added to the faculty as an 
expert in school management and in North Carolina educational policy. 
Finally, two faculty members returned from leave: one who had recent 
experience as an urban superintendent, the other who had served recently as 
an education dean. 

These faculty in educational leadership entered the picture over a 
nine-month time period and shared, as they became active, in developing 
course content for the major program elements that had been described 
by the University Committee on Preparation for Educational Leadership. 
The new faculty group assumed responsibility for submitting the final 
program design that was approved by the UNC System in May 1991. 
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The Doctoral Program in Educational 
Leadership at UNC-CH 

The acceptance of the Howell Committee report by the UNC admin- 
istration and the work of the University Committee on Preparation for 
Educational Leadership offered a marvelous opportunity for the newly 
formed faculty in educational leadership at Chapel Hill. The predisposi- 
tion of the faculty to establish a preeminent graduate program for senior 
school leaders fitted the basic design of the Howell recommendations. 

Program Mission 

The Ed.D. program was designed to prepare educational leaders to 
confront changing state and local needs and challenges *n education. 
Graduates of the program would be expected to possess: 

• knowledge and skills of leadership, decision making, planning, 
communication, and evaluation 

• specific skills of management in an educational setting 

• ability to work effectively with teachers and the community 

• sensitivity to the social environment of schooling 

• ability to invent alternatives to conventional schooling commen- 
surate with the ethnic, economic, and gender diversity of our 
time 

• ability to analyze data to solve educational problems 

• tolerance foi ambiguity, ability to promote change, and a vision 
of an educational future in which the gifts of every teacher and 
student would be enhanced. 

Recruitment and Admission 

The faculty chose to focus on a maximum of eight to ten new Ed.D. 
students each year. Both the recruitment and admission processes are 
personalized. The program is advertised broadly to potential candidates, 
primarily in Noith Carolina. The faculty encourages nominations by 
school personnel of already successful junior administrators who have 
been identified as promising school leaders through their work in the 
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classroom and in administration. In the 1992-93 cohort, for example, 
while three of the candidates finally accepted had applied simply as part 
of their self-initiated search for a doctoral program in educational leader- 
ship, five applied as a result of networking between faculty members and 
school personnel. 

The admissions process involves techniques traditionally employed 
by graduate schools: transcripts of prior degree programs, letters of 
recommendation, performance on the GRE, statements by the candidate 
in regard to professional goals and previous achievements. After an 
initial screening, however, the process changes. All candidates, in and 
out of state, are brought to campus as if they are candidates for a faculty 
position. They are interviewed individually by the faculty. Each candi- 
date is provided with opportunity to explore in detail the obligations and 
advantages of the program. Admissions for the fall semester are handled 
on a rolling basis, beginning early in the second semester. Each successful 
candidate is offered a financial support package which is determined by 
the external support available in a given year. In 1992-93 this amounted 
to an average of slightly more than $10,000 for the academic year. 

The faculty is committed to ethnic and gender diversity. The 1991-92 
cohort included two African-Americans and six women. The 1992-93 
cohort is composed of four men and four women, including two African- 
Americans and one Native American. Diversity and excellence in profes- 
sional activity and scholarly performance are the hallmarks of admittees 
to the program, and both have been achieved. 

Courscwork 

A 60-credit hour program conducted over a three-year period was 
enveloped. Including dissertation, the time required to complete the 
degree is expected to be four years. 

The program includes three major components: coursework, intern- 
ship, and dissertation. The first component is a set of courses, divided into 
a required 24-hour core curriculum, a required 12-hour methodology 
sequence, and a 12-hour elective minor concentration in a different 
discipline or in a corollary area within education. Approximately thirty- 
six hours of coursework are taken during the year of residence: 14 in each 
regular semester and 4 in eacl i of the two terms in the following summer. 
The remaining 12 hours of coursework are taken during subsequent 
academic year and summer terms. 
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The second component is a closely supervised clinical internship (6 
credit hours) lasting one academic year. The third is a problem-oriented 
dissertation (6 credit hours), to be completed during the third and fourth 
years. 



Year One 

Semester Qn? Credit Hours 

- Organizational Theory and Research 4 

- The Social Context of Educational Leadership 4 

- Logic of Inquiry 3 

- Minor Field Concentration 3 


Subtotal 


14 


- Educational Policy Processes and Analysis 

- Effective Management in Educational Organizations 

- Techniques of Quantitative Design and Analysis 

- Minor Field Concentration 


4 
4 
3 
3 


Subtotal 


14 


Summer One 
- Integrative Seminar on Management Applications, 


4 


Summer Two 
- Integrative Seminar on Theory, Inquiry, and 
Organizational Practice 


4 


Subtotal 
First Year Total 


8 

36 hrs 



Figure 9.1. Sample Program of Studies for the Ed.D. in Educational 
Leadership— University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill 
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Year Two 

Both Semesters 
- Internship and The Internship Seminar on 
Reflective Practice 


Credit Hours 
6 


Subtotal 6 

Semester One 

- Techniques of Qualitative Design and Analysis 3 

- Minor Field Concentration 3 


Subtotal 


6 


Semester Two 

- Statistical Analysis of Educational Data 

- Minor Field Concentration 


3 
3 


Subtotal 
Second Year Total 

Year Three 

Both Semesters 
- Dissertation seminar and dissertation credit 


6 

18 hrs 

6 


Subtotal 
Grand Total 


6 

60 hrs 



Figure 9.1. Continued 



Figure 9.1 provides a sample program of studies. The core courses are 
sequenced as pictured and are taken by the cohort in that order. 
Core Courses. The core curriculum in educational leadership consists of 
the following six courses: 

Organizational Theory and Research (4 credit hours) 

A critical analysis of the theoretical assr-tions and empirical knowl- 
edge claims that have led to the dominant structures, power relation- 
ships, and performance expectations of American schools. The history of 
theory development is explored from the emergence of classical bureau- 
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cratic systems through the neo-orthodox modifications of the theory 
movement and the empirical research of the World War ii era, to non- 
orthodox arguments and claims of current critical theorists. Major 
variables that have dominated the growth of the knowlege base are 
explored, i.e., leaders and leadership, climate and culture, organizational 
change, organizational development, decision-making, planning, 
sensemaking and enactment, coupling, and organizational effects. Cur- 
rent experiments with new organizational forms in and outside educa- 
tion are examined. 

The Social Context of Educational Leadership (4 credit hours) 

A retrospective examination of the social, cultural, political, and 
philosophical contexts from which the contemporary issues that affect 
schools and schooling have evolved. Included are an examination of the 
conflicts over the fundamental purpose of education and the political 
debates that ensue from these conflicts. While immediate policy debates 
serve as springboards (e.g., tracking, testing, accountability), the empha- 
sis is on examining the social, cultural, legal, and demographic trends that 
have affected and are affecting the various understandings and expectations 
about schooling. Theethical and role dilemmas of professionals in education 
and human service agencies are investigated. In addition to the content of tine 
course, students identify and articulate their own values and goals as 
educational professionals. 

Educational Policy Processes and Analysis (4 credit hours) 

A theoretical examination of rival conceptions of policy (e.g., rational 
actor model, governmental processes model) which frame discussions of 
the origin of policy issues, the educational policy infrastructure, and the 
interaction of policy choices and school practice. Policy actors and 
agencies are inventoried and examined at federal, state, and local levels. 
Variations and interactions across these policy levels are studied histori- 
cally and in relation to current policy alternatives, e.g., privatization, 
public school choice, testing and assessment, teacher empowerment, 
national standards, comparison of school and system effects. One issue 
is explored in depth with class participants attempting to devise and 
defend a cross-governmental level approach to a specific educational 
reform. 

Effective Management in Educational Organizations (4 credit hours) 

An extensive examination of the processes of management and their 
relationship to the success of the instructional program in schools and school 
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systems. Through readings, case studies, analyses, and the use of outside 
leaders in education and business, this course examines leadership and 
management issues in planning, decision-making, personnel supervision, 
human resource development, budgeting, evaluation, community relations, 
workforce diversity, and special programs. The course focuses on the 
changing role of leadership in an era of site-based management. 

Integrative Seminar on Theory, Inquiry, and Organizational Practice (4 credit 
hours) 

Designed to serve as a bridge between the academic consideration of 
schools as organizations and the day-to-day examination of problems 
and practices in schools. The work in this seminar generates a series of 
projects that employ techniques of research, development, and evalua- 
tion in learning more about schools as organizations and about effecting 
positive change in schools. The faculty of the seminar includes staff who 
participated in the four core courses that were offered during the aca- 
demic year plus guest faculty from the public schools and such agencies 
as the locally-based Educational Policy Research Center. The output of 
the seminar is two-fold: first, a document produced by the group that 
inventories what needs to be studied, changed, and improved in schools 
and school systems and second, individual projects that take one problem 
or issue and translate it into a design for research, evaluation, or action. 

Integrative Seminar on Management Applications, Dilemmas, and Conflicts (4 
credit hours) 

Case studies of management functions and processes at school and 
school system levels that link management to leadership, school effects, 
moral and ethical dilemmas in decision-making, the interpersonal aspects of 
management, and social, political, educational, and economic inconsisten- 
cies of management demands. Textbook cases are complemented by oral 
case descriptions offered by current school administrators. Particular em- 
phasis is placed on the internal pressures surrounding management prac- 
tices that produce conflictive demands relatingto people (empowerment vs. 
control; efficiency vs. accountability), structures (activity vs. stability; 
dissaggregation vs. centralization), and administrative processes (variabil- 
ity vs. regularity; facilitation vs. intervention). 

Research. The research component includes four courses designed to 
prepare educational leaders to understand the logic, purposes, and 
utilities of research, to be good consumers of research, and to study 
Q lystematically the organizations in ytfiich they will be leaders. The 
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methodology component begins with: a course that introduces the stu- 
dent to the inquiry process and the range of methodologies available to 
organizational researchers. Students then take two required courses, one 
in qualitative and one in quantitative research. Finally, students take at 
least one additional course to acquire advanced concepts and practical 
skills in either qualitative or quantitative inquiry. 

Cognate. Acknowledging the diverse interests of students, the needs 
of school leadership, and the intellectual richness of an interdisciplinary 
educational background, this component draws upon the great variety of 
programs at UNC-CH related to educational leadership. Students are 
allowed flexibility of choice among courses so that they can expand the 
common core foundation according to individual learning needs and 
career objectives. Unless, however, students bring a solid background in 
curriculum and instruction, they are counseled towards a curriculum 
cognate. 

Internship 

The internship is perhaps the most challenging component of the 
program, for it is the point at which the university exercises least control. 
Although ordinarily implemented poorly, the internship has tradition- 
ally been intended to be a supervised experience for the application or 
refinement of skills and knowledge learned in classroom study. Beyond 
this concept, the internship can be viewed as a time during which 
university based faculty and senior practitioners work together to help 
students develop a career long commitment to reflective practice. 

The initial cohort began their internships during the 1992-93 aca- 
demic year. University faculty visit the interns and the students meet 
with both their field and university mentors in a seminar setting on a bi- 
weekly basis. The field supervisor and the university supervisor try to 
help the students use the knowledge gained in the year of full-time study 
to bring greater meaning to practice and the knowledge gained in practice 
to give greater meaning to that which they learned in full-time study. 

Dissertation 

Dissertations are designed to inform, to stimulate action, to promote 
structural change, or to achieve any of a host of other aims. They must, 
however, be applied, and are critically appraised for evidence of innova- 
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tive thought about and approaches to the difficult dilemmas confronting 
school leaders, as well as for their theoretical and technical adequacy. 
They are, in the final analysis, exemplars of the application of theory and 
research to the ctudy of schools and schooling. 

The dissertation year includes regular seminars in Chapel Hill. 
Progress reports and faculty feedback are crucial components. Disserta- 
tion committees may include faculty from outside the School of Educa- 
tion and practitioners. 

Faculty 

A dozen faculty members are involved in the doctoral program. All 
of them have instructional, program, administrative, and field responsi- 
bilities. The major areas of specialization represented by the faculty 
include: organizational theory, policy studies, school law, school man- 
agement, urban school administration, qualitative methodology, special 
education, evaluation, planning, organizational change, sociology, small 
group research, family involvement and gender, race, and class issues. 
The faculty include two women and four minority group members. 

Financial Resources 

The Howell Committee hoped that by the time the new Ed.D. in 
Educational Leadership was operative the North Carolina Legislature 
would have approved stipends to support returning students during the 
year of residency. Financial exigencies have thwarted that hope. There 
is still a good possibility that this support will be available in the future. 

In the meantime, UNC-CH has turned to private donors, founda- 
tions, business and industry, and funded projects to generate student 
financial assistance. The results have been sufficient to support the 
continuation of the program but have placed an undue hardship on 
students. During the first two years students have received stipends 
ranging from $10,000 to $12,500. By 1993-94, the target is to increase the 
stipend to $15,000. Over the long haul there is a good case to be made for 
state investment in educational leadership. North Carolina has already 
invested heavily in the support of outstanding teaching candidates at the 
undergradu ate level ($5000 per year for each of 1 ,600 "Teaching Fellows," 
foi an annual appropriation of $8 million). The university will continue 
to press for state support for leadership development in education at the 
graduate level. 
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The important point to note, however, is that the doctoral program is 
functioning successfully even without such support. Students in educa- 
tional leadership seek opportunities for full-time study. Minority candi- 
dates can be recruited to such a program. Inadequate funding is never a 
desirable state in which to operate a program; neither it is an excuse for 
operating an inadequate program. 

Field Relations 

The approach to field relations rests on two simple propositions. 
First, a leadership program needs field colleagues as a source for talented 
students, and to serve as mentors, program advisers, and adjunct instruc- 
tors. They provide sites for internships, research opportunities, and jobs. 
Second, these field colleagues did not ask for this program, and many of 
them did not have the opportunity to participate in such a program 
during their own period of professional preparation. Taken together, 
these factors suggest a proactive stance toward field participation in the 
program. Conscious efforts are required to convince field leaders of the 
program's efficacy and utility and to provide rewarding opportunities for 
participation in the program by these school leaders. 

At a formal level, the program faculty is advised by an eighteen- 
member committee of superintendents and principals. Faculty have 
visited all the members of the committee in their home districts. The visits 
focused on effective, innovative practices and programs identified by the 
Advisory Committee members. Conversations about the Ed.D. program 
itself were held in conjunction with the main purpose of the visits, i.e., an 
opportunity for the faculty to observe and discuss exemplary practices in 
North Carolina schools. 

Services are provided to committee members and other school ad- 
ministrators as quickly and thoroughly as possible. These range from 
speeches, to workshops, to consultation. Field relations are viewed as a 
two-way exchange of value to both parties. 

Since the long range health of expensive instructional programs 
requires an understanding of the program by those who will make 
budgetary choices and formulate certification and program accreditation 
standards, a special effort is made to provide information to state policy 
makers about what changes are occurring in the program and why. 
Legislators, legislative staff, and the state superintendent of public in- 
struction have also been invited to meet with the Ed.D. cohort to discuss 
policy issues of concern to tine State. 
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Lessons 

Faculty Perceptions. The new program has forced faculty not only to 
teach, but also to learn more about their craft and their field. The most 
dramatic change has been the opportunity and responsibility of working 
with a group of students on campus full-time. The first lesson, and the 
most important, is that the year of full-time study is worth whatever cost 
and effort are involved to both faculty and students. 

The full-time nature of the program altered faculty schedules in 
major ways. Schooling again became a daytime event. Because their core 
courses are offered during the day, students expect to be able to see 
faculty during this time. 

The simple realization that the students' net loss of income ranged 
from $15,000 to $30,000 to enter the program heightened the faculty's 
sense of responsibility. The investment made by the students and the 
state in the program clearly raised the stakes. Advisement assumes 
greater importance when someone interrupts a flourishing career to enter 
a graduate program. It occurs formally and informally., in scheduled 
conferences and in d rop-in visits. Sometimes the counseling is geared not 
to career or graduate program issues, but to intellectual development. 
Students come by to discuss their assignments, educational issues of the 
day, or questions they have about their reading. In some cases the 
advisement process has led to a continuing mentoring relationship. 

Teaching full-time students calls for different skills and sensibilities 
than teaching part-time students. Faculty soon recognized that the range 
of interest and ability was much smaller in their cohort classes than that 
which they normally experienced in classes taken by part-time students. 
As the year went on, faculty increasingly used group projects with the 
doctoral students. By the end of the year faculty had also come to learn 
that those teaching the core courses needed to go further than normally 
expected in coordinating their work. Partly this was needed to assure an 
integrated program, and partly to assure that their respective high 
expectations for students were not accumulating into unreasonable per- 
formance demands. Faculty realized that for the cohort format to be 
integral to the program, they would need to help the cohort develop as a 
group and they also needed to accord students the respect their distin- 
guished careers warranted while also helping them to learn how to make 
better sense of those careers. 

In summary, the lesson for faculty was that they had as much learning 
and development to do as the doctoral students. r ( ( 
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Student Perceptions. Because the students were full-time, faculty had 
had in effect a year-long, informal conversation with them about the 
program. Nonetheless, at the end of the academic year the authors sat 
down with them and asked them to talk about their first year experiences. 

The required residency, the most controversial part of the program, 
was the issue raised first. All of the students left secure jobs to enter the 
program. Those who had been administrators had left incomes in the 
$40,000 range for a stipend of $10,000. Even with that sacrifice, even with 
their concern that more money had to be found for financial aid, they had 
no doubt about the worth of the residency. 

"It's an opportunity to become immersed in new knowledge," said 
one. "I've had access to other things in the university — the computer 
center, the writing center, quality time in the library." They had all been 
part-time students and full-time educators earlier in their careers, and 
they all saw a clear difference in full-time study. "I always found it 
difficult to split my time between work and school," said one. They all 
said they had worked much harder on courses as full-time students than 
they had as part-time students. One student suggested that she felt 
professors expected more of her as a full-time student — and that she had 
given more. The students said that although the courses were more 
demanding, they felt less conflict in responding to the courses, because 
study was not competing with work. They cited other benefits. One said, 
"I can spend more time on an assignment and in smaller chunks." 
Another described the value of having "real time for feedback." The 
students described the difficulty of getting time with professors as part- 
time students and the ease of "popping in" on professors as full-time 
students. They all agreed that they had done significant reading beyond 
their assignments during their residency — something rare in part-time 
programs. 

Some students also described a difficult adjustment to full-time 
status. "We all left roles where we had been leaders," said one, "and 
found people here who thought we were empty-headed." Obviously 
faculty also needed to make some adjustments. 

The students were uniformly pleased with the cohort format. "You 
can get and offer support/' said one. "You're not alone. You're able to be 
right and wrong, and have someone tell you that." 

The students offered suggestions for making the cohort format more 
effective. Provide a more structured orientation earlier in the year. Have 
social events. A theme running through many of their comments was the 
need to structure a process through which a group of strangers who will 
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be together for a very stressful year can come to know and trust one 
another as quickly as possible. The students also identified one danger of 
the cohort format: "There is a tendency to label us and see us as one 
instead of as different people." 

The students liked the core courses, but felt that site visits to schools 
needed to start earlier in the program. They felt it "critical that every 
student have a tie to a school system." They also suggested finding a way 
for students to meet faculty in other program areas before deciding on a 
cognate area of study. In addition, they urged faculty to "coordinate their 
expectations" of students. The fact that more time is available for study 
does not mean that limitless time is available. 

The students had nothing good to say about grading. They felt the 
grading to be inconsistent and unnecessary. Their point was that given 
their demonstrated commitment, the close supervision provided by daily 
interaction with faculty, and the opportunity for continuing in-depth 
criticism and counseling by the faculty, conventional grades were unneces- 
sary for either motivation or feedback. On reflection, the authors concur. 

The Master's of Education Program in Educational Leadership 

at UNC-CH 

The revision of the Ed.D addressed only half of the graduate program 
development confronting the faculty. North Carolina certification stan- 
dards for school administrators provide for Level I certification, i.e., the 
principalship, which can be obtained at the master's level. This may be 
through a degree program in educational administration at the master's 
level or through the completion of a certificate program of coursework in 
administration if the candidate has completed a master's degree in 
another field. UNC-CH was offeringboth options. Both the master's level 
courses, and those used in the certificate program, were also used as 
introductory courses in the Ed.D. program. 

This seemed all wrong. The emerging emphasis on school level 
leadership raises the question whether a general introduction to admin- 
istration is a sensible way to study the particular responsibilities and 
opportunities for leadership at this level. 

This led the faculty to the design of an entry level program intended 
to overcome some of the problems that have led to a flood of personnel 
certified to be principals in North Carolina while the state suffers from a 
shortage of outstanding candidates for vacant positions. Several propo- 
sitions were accepted by the faculty in planning the new program: 
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1 . The University's responsibility is to provide rigorous training to 
outstanding candidates for leadership positions in schools. Cur- 
rent programs have often erred in placing concern for individual 
access by candidates to training programs ahead of concern for 
well qualified and well trained school leaders to serve school 
children and patrons. 

2. An entry level training program for school leaders should be built 
around content appropriate to leadership opportunities and re- 
sponsibilities at the school level. M.Ed, coursework should be 
decoupled from coursework developed for senior level preparation 
programs. 

3. The program should reflect standard characteristics of quality 
graduate study — careful initial selection processes, a core of 
courses offered in a logical sequence, a specified period of study, 
high expectations for student performance, selective retention of 
students, an opportunity for mentoring and counseling relation- 
ships between faculty and students, and a meaningful period of 
reflective, supervised practice. 

The following program was adopted by the faculty and approved by 
the School of Education and the University in late Spring, 1992. The first 
cohort of fifteen students has been recruited and began study in August, 
1992. This program replaces the current M.Ed, requirements at UNC-CH. 
The certification option has been dropped. 

Program Mission 

The M.Ed, in Educational Leadership is designed to prepare degree 
candidates for an assistant principalship or principalship. The focus of 
study is the school building unit. Program intent is not only to meet the 
need for administrators, but to model an exemplary approach to initial 
professional preparation for educational leadership. 

Graduates of the program will: 

exhibit functional understanding of the theoretical and empirical 
knowledge base in educational administration; 

relate the knowledge base of the field to the role of designated 
loader in an elementary, middle, or high school; 

work with school staff to design an effective school environment 
and learning experiences for students; O ' r~ 
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• challenge routine practices that impede the growth and produc- 
tivity of teachers and students; 

• work effectively with diverse student and community popula- 
tions to ensure success in learning for students; and 

• manage the daily operations of the schoc 1 to provide an orderly 
environment for learning and a supportive environment for 
human growth and development. 

Principals are assumed to be leaders of schools in transition. As 
leaders of transition, principals will need skills in working within the existing 
structures as well as skills in envisioning, planning, and leading change. 

Admission 

All candidates accepted in the program meet the standards for 
acceptance to graduate study at UNC-CH. A critical factor is the prior 
performance of the candidates as school practitioners. They must have 
exhibited significant promise as school leaders; preference is given to 
nomination of candidates by principals and superintendents. Candidates 
from fields other than education should have demonstrated excellence in 
their field of endeavor and are required in their program of preparation to 
participate in classroom instruction of children and youth. Each candidate 
must be committed to the task of school improvement and must have 
exhibited the interpersonal skills to work to that end with teachers, parents, 
and students. In considering the candidate, the program faculty: (1) use tests 
of communication abilities, (2) search for evidence of leadership by the 
candidates in their previous position of employment, (3) require folios of the 
candidates' accomplishments, and (4) conduct personal interviews before 
arriving at a final decision about those to be admitted to the program. 

Program Requirements 

The M.Ed, in Educational Leadership requires 36 credit hours of study, 
including 24 hours in educational leadership courses. As members of a 
cohort, students complete six hours per semester over two academic years 
and an additional nine hours over two summer sessions. After the M.Ed, 
recipient has been employed as an administrator, arrangements will be made 
by the program faculty to work with the beginning administrator during the 
first year of induction to administration. This internship relationship during 
the job induction period replaces the pre-service part-time internship re- 
quirement. The actual sequence of course offerings is shown in Figure 9.2. 
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Year One 






Semester One 


Credit 


Hours 


The Excellent School Seminar 




3 


School Governance 




3 


Semester Two 

The Excellent School Seminar 




3 


Instructional Improvement and Staff Development 


3 


Summer 

School Management 

School Evaluation and Research 




o 
J 

3 


Year Two 

Semester One 

School Leadership Development Seminar 
Curriculum Design and Theory 




3 
3 


Semester Two 

School Leadership Development Seminar 
School Reform and Change 




3 
3 


Summer 

Ethical Issues in Education 




3 


Year Three 
Internship 




3 



Figure 9.2. Course Sequence in the M.Ed. Program in Educational 
Leadership -University of North Carolina Chapel Hill 



Enrollment in these courses is restricted to members of the M.Ed, cohort. 
Degree candidates are required to complete the coursework over the two- 
year period while they continue to pursue their professional career, prima- 
rily in local public school systems. 

The State of North Carolina requires an internship prior to issuance of the 
Level I administrative certificate. UNC-CH will be requesting a waiver of this 
requirement so that the faculty will be able to work with the students during 
a period in which they are full-time acLrrdnistrators, i.e., the first year of 
regular employment. The record of success with part-tin^ internships has 
been unsatisfactory across the country. Transferring this period of reflective 
practice to the induction year not only restores the integrity of the internship 
but links the university into a continuing obligation to the growth of its 
graduates and provides a period in which the university has the opportunity 
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to observe strengths and weaknesses of its program in practice. This in- 
duction linkage between the university and the school system completes 
the institutional cycle that was initiated during the recruitment phase and 
adds the advantage of regular contact with the public schools by profes- 
sors in the university program. 

Program Content 

The focus of coursework is on school change, school improvement, 
and the role of the designated leader at the school level in these processes. 
A brief description of the six required courses in the major sequence 
illustrate this err ;>hasis: 

The Excellent School (6 credit hours) 

Over the past decade, research on high performing organizations and 
instructionally effective schools has increased dramatically. Simulta- 
neously, experimentation in individual schools and school systems and 
national reform efforts such as the Coalition of Essential Schools, Accel- 
erated Schools, and the Comer Child Development Schools have pro- 
vided models of school excellence in local sites. This research and these 
models, combined with traditional research and theory on organizational 
variables should produce graduates with a sense of the excellent school 
that raises their expectations for student achievement at school sites. 

School Leadership (6 credit hours) 

The focus of this study cluster is on the technical, conceptual, and human 
skills required for the school leader who seeks to foster and support the 
excellent school. Research on leadership has expanded as the role of the 
leader in excellent organizations has been explored. Students are exposed to 
alternative successful models of leadership and provided with skills and 
techniques to support their roles in such areas as decision making, group 
processes, staff development, and conflict resolution. A major obligation of 
this segment of the preparation program is examination of the ethical 
dimensions of leadership — the responsibility of the principal to students, 
teachers, and the community to lead with an informed ethical reflection on 
education and public life. 

School Reform and Change (3 credit hours) 

These management trainees are being prepared to lead schools in 
transition. They are introduced to effective strategies and tactics for 
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changing organizations. They study the varieties of school restructuring and 
focus on the work of the principal in site-based organizations. As both 
authority and responsibility forschool processes and outcomes are devolved 
to the school site, the traditional roles of principals and assistant principals 
change and grow in significance. As the principalseeks to empower teachers, 
the principal's responsibility for staff support and development expands and 
becomes more complex. A major feature of the transitional change in schools 
will come from outside the school, i.e., the alteration in the demography of 
the student population. The effective leader of school reform must be literate 
in multi-cultural education and attuned to the necessity of creating school- 
friendly environments for children and youth and their families regardless 
of ethnic or socioeconomic background. 

School Governance (3 credit hours) 

The simultaneous movements toward site-based management, teacher 
empowerment, and parent involvement call for a thorough understand- 
ing of law, finance, community-school relationships, school level policy 
choices and pohcy development. A less structured governance situation 
requires a more sophisticated and deeper understanding of policy, deci- 
sion-making, power, and politics. 

School Management (3 credit hours) 

However the school is governed, the principal remains involved 
integrally in the management processes that are imperative to the school's 
operation. The effective school leader must possess not only knowledge 
about these processes but the available tools of management that are 
familiar to business and public administrators including conventional 
management systems and emerging management technology. 

Instructional Improvement and Staff Development (3 credit hours) 

The central work of the school is the teaching and learning process in 
the classroom. Every school principal should have fundamental knowl- 
edge of instructional design, techniques of teaching and learning, evalu- 
ation of the teaching-learning process, basic information on child, adoles- 
cent, and adult development and ways in which the school-based leader 
can support and improve excellence in classroom instruction. The school 
unit can no longer rely on external sources for staff development. Devel- 
opment and support of faculty in the process of instructional improvement 
needs to become an everyday hallmark of the joint work of the principal 
and the teachers in an excellent school. 
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Interim Observations 

The recruitment of the first M. Ed. cohort offers a note of optimism for 
the future. They are a very talented group of young educators who are 
enthusiastic about the program they are undertaking. All program 
faculty will have an opportunity to work with the M. Ed. students. 
Detailed syllabi that have been prepared for the first year's courses reflect 
the focus on change, school improvement, and the school building unit. 
Contacts with area superintendents and principals indicate that the 
program will receive a large number of nominees for the 1993-94 cohort 
of fifteen. The Field Advisory Committee to the Ed. D. program reviewed 
this program initiative and responded favorably. A second field commit- 
tee of principals, assistant principals, and teacher leaders will be ap- 
pointed specifically for the M. Ed. 

Conclusion 

UNC-CH had originally set out to implement a new Ed.D. in educa- 
tional leadership — not to redesign its total program. Careful contempla- 
tion of the nature and role of the doctorate, however, led the faculty to 
other questions. Thus, the sixth-year program, previously the option of 
choice for many aspiring superintendents, was eliminated, as was the 
certification-only program for the principalship. The master's program 
was redesigned to emphasize initial preparation for school-level leaders. 

A rigorous doctoral program is unlikely to succeed if it must operate 
in the accommodating, lenient culture all too common in educational 
leadership programs. The faculty understands that core values such as 
reflection and rigor must pervade a total program if they are to be 
exemplified in any one part of the program. Reexamining and redesign- 
ing the total program, then, enhances the probability of success of the 
doctoral program. 

With the first doctoral cohort now in their internships, the second 
well into their residency, and recruitment for the third underway, several 
certainties and uncertainties about this program have emerged. 

Certainties 

Requiring a year of residency is worth it. The students grew signifi- 
cantly during their year of full-time study. The time for careful reading, 
thinking, and discussing, for informal conferences with faculty, for ex- 
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tended work in the library paid off. Students who had backgrounds with 
limited knowledge of theory, research, or exemplary practice emerged 
after a year being far more able to understand and explain school events 
and processes. 

The cohort format works. Both faculty observations and the reports 
of the students confirm this finding. Students who came in as strangers 
soon became partners in learning and supporters during the stress of full- 
time academic study within a context of significantly reduced family 
income. Students came to value one another's diverse experiences, 
strengths, and viewpoints. What better practice could there be for 
students preparing to become educational leaders in a diverse society? At 
the same time, the students have taught faculty that more work needs to 
be done on the cohort concept. As noted above, the students called for 
faculty to do more at the early stages to help the cohort develop into a 
working group. 

One of the most pleasant certainties is the demonstrated ability of the 
students to handle sustained, rigorous doctoral level study. Nearly 
overwhelmed at first, the students grew in confidence as they began to 
realize their capabilities. Having educational leaders develop into confi- 
dent, able learners is in itself an accomplishment. 

Despite the difficulty of affording it, many outstanding educators are, 
in fact, interested in full-time doctoral study. Given the number of people 
in elementary and secondary education and in higher education who are 
skeptical of full-time study, this is an especially important finding. 

Uncertainties 

Some uncertainties have also emerged. Funding is perhaps the most 
important of these. The long-term funding of the doctoral program is not 
yet assured. The funding that is available results from the dean's 
willingness to allot what he can, the school's development officer's w 7 ork, 
and the time faculty have spent with prospective donors. Put another 
way, one ongoing activity of the program thus far has been fund-raising. 

The internship remains another uncertainty. The program does not 
have the funds to support interns, and, given the tight fiscal times in North 
Carolina schools — as in those across the country — local school systems 
are often unable to create internship positions. Thus far faculty have 
worked with local systems to place students in full-time jobs which might 
be structured as internships. Local superintendents have cooperated 
generously. Given the history of ineffective field placements in educa- 
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tional leadership programs, it is not surprising that the internship contin- 
ues to be a challenge. 

The two major uncertainties were probably predictable. These are 
problems the faculty thinks it can solve. The certainties are particularly 
gratifying. The evidence thus far is that the Howell Committee was 
clearly right in calling for full-time rigorous, focused, systematic doctoral 
study for senior school leaders. 
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Introduction 

This account is a reconstruction of the process the members of the 
Department of Administration and Policy Studies at Hofstra University 
used and is still using to redesign our preparation programs for school 
administrators. As the teller of this tale, I speak from my position as 
chairperson, feminist, supporter, dreamer, and optimist. I speak as a 
person committed to doing things differently and believing that we must 
change the way we prepare leaders if we are ever to change how schools 
operate. I speak as an administrator who trusts the process but doesn't 
know exactly where we are going or how we are going to get there. I 
speak as a leader who doesn't know what "there" looks like. And finally, 
I speak as the person who has not had to carry out the day-to-day 
implementation of our reform. At this point, the bulk of the work of 
implementationhasbeen carried outby five membersof our department: 
Drs. Brieschke, Kottkamp, Michaelis, Osterman, and Siskin. They might 
tell a different story if given the task of chronicling our process. 
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The saga springs primarily from memory. While I have consulted 
department minutes and documents to make sure that dates and actions 
are as they are recorded, the emotional threads are my recollections. I 
have a tendency to forget the pain and only remember pleasure, painting 
a picture that is less conflictual and less stressful than the process really 
was. Further, I am aware that as open as our department culture is, the 
members of the department take care to protect me from their anger, 
frustrations, and annoyances — many of them justifiably directed at my 
expectation that we do more and more and more. 

Along with suffering from these obvious biases that I bring to the 
telling, this story also becomes what Charles Perrow (1984) would de- 
scribe as reconstructed reality. In other words, in retrospect I am making 
what was random, arbitrary, and accidental seem planned, orderly, 
logical and rational. 

Finally, the things I have chosen to include in this chronicle are 
influenced by my needs as chairperson. When we began our work in the 
fall of 1987, 1 tried to find detailed accounts of departmental change. I 
wanted guidance in what decision-making processes others had used, in 
what the barriers had been, in what the role of chairperson should be in 
such an undertaking. I found none. I felt inadequate and incompetent 
then; I feel inadequate and incompetent now. I am often overwhelmed by 
what I don't know about how to be a chairperson and am daily aware of 
how much more I could and should be doing. I worry that by leading 
people through an intense curriculum reform process I am jeopardizing 
their academic careers. What, I think, if we are wrong? What damage 
have we done to ourselves and our students? The responsibility of 
leadingchange coupled with my own creative, managerial, and visionary 
limitations makes me weary and apprehensive. 

Because or my doubts, I am including details that I might have found 
useful, but that perhaps the reader won't. I will try to explain our process, 
our outcomes, our debates, and our misgivings. As one who demands a 
complete roadmap before I go on a journey, even if I choose not to follow 
the map, I have tried to include as much of the map as I can reconstruct, 
leaving the reader to decide what, if any, is helpful. 

Context for Change 

When I assumed the role of chairperson in August 1987, I became 
head of a department that, a few years earlier, had been formed as the 
result of the merger of two departments — Foundations of Education and 
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Educational Administration— and which still suffered from deep divi- 
sions. On my first day in my new role as department chairperson, we held 
a retreat to begin to chart our future. The department consisted of three 
tenured faculty with backgrounds in Foundations of Education and five 
faculty from Educational Administration. The three Foundations of 
Education faculty had a range of involvement in programs in Educational 
Administration with Mary Anne Raywid teaching educational adminis- 
tration courses as well as advising dissertation students, and Tim Smith 
and Donna Bames demonstrating their commitment through service on 
administration dissertation committees. 

In addition to me, the Educational Administration faculty included a 
senior scholar with an international reputation (Robert Owens), two 
senior faculty members who years earlier had been school administrators 
(Lesley Browder and Robert Neidich), a new and promising scholar who 
had been at Hofstra one year (Robert Kottkamp), and a visiting professor 
(Karen Osterman). 

At that meeting, all 9 of us discussed the need to consider changes in 
the way we prepared school administrators and decided to begin a 
process that would allow us to explore the possibility of change. We were 
not in agreement that we would change, only that we would explore 
whether or not change was necessary. 

I believe that there were three factors that propelled the department 
toward self-examination and resulted in pressure to change that was 
almost completely internal. The first act that laid the groundwork was the 
merger of the Departments of Educational Administration and Founda- 
tions of Education. Although that merger was forced and resulted in 
some angry feelings on the part of a minority of faculty, it also brought to 
educational administration a different way of viewing the education 
process as well as a change in the balance of power. Because the members 
of the Foundations of Education Department were senior and tenured 
and because they were people who were articulate and willing to partici- 
pate fully in department business— even that which only concerned 
educational administration students— their influence on the ways the 
department thought about the preparation of school administrators was 
great. From the beginning these three people were considered full 
partners in the doctoral program, allowed and encouraged to chair and 
serve on dissertation committees. Thus, prior to thinking about reform in 
the preparation of school administrators, the Foundations of Education 
faculty were advising doctoral students, assessing the doctoral compre- 
hensive exam, serving on dissertation committees as both members 
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chairs, and participating fully in all decisions about educational admin- 
istration doctoral students. The step to their involvement in the redesign 
of the program was, therefore, a natural one. 

The second circumstar.ee which assisted self-examination was that 
the majority of the faculty considered themselves outsiders. At the first 
meeting that I chaired, two of the six Educational Administration mem- 
bers had been in the department a year or less. Robert Owens had only 
been at Hofstra for three years, and I considered myself a critic of both the 
department and the field. The three Foundations of Education faculty 
saw themselves as outsiders to educational administration. Thus, there 
was only one member of the department who was heavily invested in the 
status quo. The consideration of change, therefore, was much easier to 
contemplate. As our deliberations unfolded, the balance of "outsiders" to 
"insiders" continued to be skewed toward outsiders. In 1988, we hired 
Patricia Brieschke and in 1990, upon the retirement of Robert Owens, we 
hired Leslie Siskin and Karen Michaelis, and changed Karen Osterman's 
appointment from a visiting to a tenure track position. Moreover, the last 
four hires were made with an explicitly reformist agenda. We recruited 
people who supported change and were willing to work as a team 
revising and rethinking our programs. We also made a decision not to 
require prior administrative experience as a qualification and to seek out 
the best and brightest regardless of their specialization. By demanding 
that our candidates had a commitment to change, be willing to actively 
work with schools, and be the hardest working, brightest people we could 
find, we ended up with an unusually accomplished team. 

The third factor which paved the way for the self-examination of our 
department was the appointment of a new chairperson, one who thought 
we needed to improve our programs. I came to the job having served as 
a faculty member for 8 years — years that had given me detailed insights 
into the way we did business and had raised questions about why we did 
things the way we did. My misgivings about our program coupled with 
my work as a member of the study group drafting recommendations for 
the reform of administrator preparation for the National Policy Board for 
Educational Administration (National Policy Board for Educational Ad- 
ministration, 1989) made me certain that we needed to change what we 
did. Asa member of this group, I had access to articles and data detailing 
the weaknesses in preparation programs for preparing school adminis- 
trators. This information, as well as the debates we undertook in writing 
the recommendations for change in our field, armed me with the evidence 
I needed to push for change in the department. 
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Despite conditions favorable to self-examination were present, we 
were under no external pressure to change. Our students and graduates 
were enthusiastic supporters of our doctoral program. Although reform 
of schools of education was a nationwide topic of debate, there had been 
no formal discussion of change within our School of Education and no 
leadership or interest in reform was present in our Dean's office. 

Therefore, the push for reform was largely internal, coming actively 
from me, but with the majority of the department open to examining the 
issue. 

Process for Change 

Our process for change was worked out slowly as a group. We did 
not start with an overall plan or timeline. Our initial task was self- 
examination and, to my knowledge, only one of us — me — entered this 
process certain we had to make changes. The rest of the faculty seemed 
open to keeping the program the same or making change, depending 
upon what our self-analysis revealed. 

Although not planned this way, our activities fell into three overlap- 
ping phases. We collected data on our program and educational admin- 
istration programs in general, we shared our values and ideas, and we 
made decisions about our future. 

Data Collection 

As a department, we read everything we could get our hands on. 
Much of our reading came from the articles and reports I had been given 
to read as a member of the study group for the National Policy Board for 
Educational Administration. Journal articles, books, and opinion pieces 
were all distributed and discussed during this portion of our inquiry. 

Over a period of two years, we surveyed our Certificate of Advanced 
Study (CAS) and Doctoral students and graduates by telephone and mail, 
in focus groups. The responses to our surveys were in the 90% range, and 
we received from our graduates much advice about what they wished 
they would have learned and what we could do better. 

During this same period, we held discussions with administrators 
from the local area as well as those from other parts of the country. We 
asked them to toll us what the most effective administrative preparation 
programs would include. 
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Finally, we visited other universities or interviewed faculty from 
other programs on the telephone to try and understand what these 
programs looked like and to gather information about successful teaching 
strategies from colleagues. We also looked at catalog descriptions of other 
programs and studied their course outlines. 

Sharing Values and Ideas 

In the beginning, we sat around and talked, sharing our ideas, values, 
and beliefs. Not too far into the process, we found that this procedure 
wasn't working well. Because these were unstructured discussions, we 
had a tendency to get off track or to repeat ourselves. It was also the case 
that some people spoke a lot and others seldom joined in the discussions. 

As a result, we decided to work from discussion papers. Thus, 
individual faculty members would either volunteer or be appointed to 
write position papers on specific topics. The role of the rest of the faculty 
was to respond in writing to these reports. After we had read the positions 
and the responses, we were more able to focus our discussions as well as 
to make sure that everyone was included. Since all of us were required to 
respond, everyone's voice was heard. And because all voices were heard, 
we were able to reach deeper into our own value systems and share those 
beliefs with our colleagues. This process led us quickly into a deeper 
understanding of each other's positions and quickly away from polite 
social conversation to heated debate among colleagues. 

Because we wanted to spend time discussing our ideas, we changed 
the way we held meetings. First of all, we included one and, in some years, 
tw r o full-day retreats into our meeting schedule. We then changed the 
agenda of our department meetings so that at least once a month, and in 
the early years it was more often twice, the entire time was spent 
discussing and debating an agreed upon topic. Much of the business that 
had previously been done in these meetings was discharged through 
written communications, and we spent less and less time on announce- 
ments and more and more time discussing our beliefs. 

As we moved into discussions of what should be included in a 
preparation program for educational leaders, we agreed not to talk about 
courses. Saying, ''We need a course in school finance", for instance, was 
limiting. Instead, we generated a list of the skills and knowledge we 
believed students should have when they completed the program. After 
identifying the skills and knowledge we wanted students to acquire, we 
then tried to decide where this learning could best take place — in courses, 
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internships, field experiences, projects, or community building activities. 
In this way, we were able to break out of our existing structure and our 
reliance on the course format. This was not an easy task — given our own 
experiences as students and professors — and all of us moved back at one 
time or another into course models and thinking. 

We agreed to be guided by a mission statement that represented our 
collective values. This process was especially difficult for us and it was 
during this time that we became aware of the difference between consent 
and consensus. Early on, we had hoped that there would be a common 
set of values and beliefs that we all held about the preparation of school 
administrators. As we moved through the process, it became clear that 
while a majority of the department was committed to the transformative 
aspect of administration and the role of the schools in social change and 
equity issues, not every member embraced these notions. If consensus 
was our goal, we were at an impasse. Understanding that "to wait for 
consensus is to wait forever" and "since the expectation of consensus 
requires holdouts literally to change their minds, it may be an immoral 
intrusion on the dissenting individuals" (Mann, 1986), we chose consent, 
which required dissenters to "temporarily suspend their disagreement 
and acquiesce in order that the polity can move on." (p.48) 

And move on we did, using the mission statement to guide our 
decisions about course content, admissions policies, and capstone expe- 
riences. During this time, we also agreed to begin changing our program 
while still determining our future. For many practical and personal 
reasons, we wanted to start re-shaping our department. The discussion- 
planning activities described above had been unfolding for four and a half 
years and some of us wanted action. Therefore, in January 1992, we 
admitted our first learningcommunity into the new f program, while at the 
same time continuing the planning and decision-making process. 

Decision-making 

As we moved through the process, we agreed upon several rules by 
which to work, including: 

• The process would begin with our administrative certification 
program (CAS), which is the first step of the doctorate but can 
also be taken bv students not in the doctoral program. 

^ We would use a consent rather than a consensus approach. 
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• We would put our personal needs and interests on the table and 
not rationalize them as good for students. We agreed to identify 
what about the status quo was rewarding for us and the ways 
business-as-usual met our needs as scholars/ professionals/ fac- 
ulty in a university. 

• Recognizing that change takes time, we would stick with the 
process for at least five years. 

• We would not initially talk about courses, just skills and knowl- 
edge we believed students should have when they completed the 
program. 

• The curriculum would be a department curriculum, which meant 
that changes in course content or materials were department, not 
individual faculty, decisions. 

• We would rotate the teaching of the courses, thus, no professor 
would own a course. 

• Team teaching would be emphasized; several courses would be 
taught by teams of 5 professors. 

• All faculty in the program would work with interns and serve as 
community advisors. 

Summary of Process 

In many ways, our process developed in an unplanned fashion. We 
made up the rules as we went along. Further, it was often slow and 
tedious. It was also filled with conflict. 

We often disagreed and these disagreements more than once ended 
in a particular faculty member walking out of the meeting, or throwing 
something, or making hurtful, personal comments to another faculty 
member. These were often painful, emotionally stressful sessions. How- 
ever, somehow they have taken us further down the path to change. We 
are sticking with it and continuing our conversations. 

Results of Change 



As of August 1992, we have agreed upon about 75% of the revisions 
in our doctoral program. We plan to complete our process by May 1993, 
and have several important decisions yet to make including: admissions 
policies, capstone experiences, and knowledge assessment, Belovs , I 
detail what we have accomplished thus far. 
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Mission Statement 

Our mission statement is five pages long and is the result of a long and 
difficult process that forced us not only to recognize individual values, 
but to agree upon a set of department values. Because of space require- 
ments, I have not included the entire mission statement. Rather, I have 
excerpted portions that detail particular aspects of our mission, especially 
those that relate to reflective practice and social transformation. 

The Department of Administration and Policy Studies (APS) is 
committed to preparing reflective leaders for complex educa- 
tional organizations in d iverse, multicultural environments. APS 
programs are structured upon a base of knowledge, informed by 
a philosophy or set of beliefs, assumptions and values, and 
committed to the goals of teaching skills and developing tools for 
reflective practice. Programs in the department are designed to 
develop educational leaders and change agents who will accept 
roles as reflective and effective scholar-practitioners. Through 
professional education courses, field-based experiences, coop- 
erative learning opportunities, and extensive work in the process 
of reflection, students will learn to articulate their own visions of 
education and to carry out their own informed and purposeful 
practice. 

The APS faculty are committed to creating a different kind of 
educator: women and men who will lead their educational 
communities as humane and ethical social critics. In embracing 
a broader concept of leadership preparation than simply the 
training of practitioners, APS programs provide the intellectual 
foundation, opportunity for reflection through both cognitive 
and aesthetic experience, and the experiential approach that we 
believe is necessary to prepare creative, flexible, visionary lead- 
ers with the skills necessary to conceptualize and analyze, appre- 
ciate and construct, and interpret and integrate knowledge for 
the purpose of social transformation. 

.... Administrative preparation emphasizes the develop- 
ment of reflective leadership. In addition to the knowledge, skills 
and technology necessary to prepare budgets, schedule classes 
and other programs, negotiate labor contracts, supervise instruc- 
tional staff, facilitate groups, understand policy, and interpret 
data, our programs focus on the critical process of developing 
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vision — or the ability to dream and take risks in the service of 
moving educational organizations toward an imagined ideal . . . 
Thus, the teaching of management skills becomes a dialogic 
process exploring the ways that the performance of these skills is 
shaped by individual vision. 

.... Our graduates are expected to engage in reflective 
practice that can successfully confront race, gender and equity 
issues from historical, legal, and philosophical perspectives. We 
are committed to preparing educational leaders who not only can 
imagine an alternative educational world, but who can enact it. 

Structure 

The Ed.D. in Educational Administration is 98 semester hours be- 
yond the B.S. The first 30 s.h. of the program (coupled with 2 years of 
teaching experience and a Master's degree) result in full New York State 
administrative certification. Because this is the beginning of the doctorate 
and because this is all one needs to become fully certified as an adminis- 
trator in New York State, we began our reform with this first 30 s.h., which 
is also referred to as a Certificate of Advanced Study (CAS). 

The CAS is a 30 semester hour program which includes 6 semester 
hours of internship and 24 semester hours incorporating the following 
five content strands: Individuals in Organizations; Schools as Social 
Organizations: Working with People; Framing Problems and Making 
Decisions; Understanding External Environments: Social, Political, Eco- 
nomic, and Legal Contexts of School; and Educational Program Develop- 
ment, Delivery and Assessment. This portion of the doctoral program is 
all core and sequential and builds reflective practice into every course. In 
addition, the internship is taken over 3 semesters in conjunction with the 
last three courses. This portion of the program is also open to students 
who are not doctoral students. Thus, the mix in the CAS consists of both 
doctoral students and students who only intend on taking the 30 semester 
hour administrative certification strand. However, many students who 
initially believe they will not continue into the rest of the doctoral 
program change their mind mid-stream. 

Following this first 30 hours, doctoral students have four strands to 
complete, in addition to their dissertation work. The Educational Support 
Strand consists of 4 electives in Curriculum, Counseling, or Special 
Education. The Doctoral Core Strand offers the student 6 courses of which 
4 must be taken. At this point the following are being considered for 
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inclusion in the doctoral core: Power, Empowerment, and Innovation; 
Ethical Dimensions o f . Leadership; Creating Learning Organizations; 
Managing Diversity; Policy Perspectives in Education; Administrator in 
Fiction; and Gender, Race, and Leadership. 

The third strand includes from 17 to 22 semester hours in statistics 
and research methods, both quantitative and qualitative, depending 
upon the methodological approach students are taking to their disserta- 
tion. If we move away from a dissertation and toward a policy project, 
some of these hours will necessarily be used for more appropriate 
course work. 

After passing their oral and written comprehensive examinations, 
students complete their formal coursework with a five course Profes- 
sional Specialization Strand, consisting of courses that center around 
their dissertation work and professional goals. This strand can be taken 
prior to or at the same time as their dissertation work. 

Currently, the culminating experience in the doctoral program is the 
dissertation. However, many in the department have reservations about 
how well the traditional research dissertation serves our mission of 
preparing reflective leaders who can "not only imagine an alternative 
educational world, but enact it." We question what contribution the 
required 17 to 22 semester hours of statistics and research methods make 
toward our mission. We wonder whether or not the intense focus and 
energy put into the dissertation couldn't be spent more productively 
elsewhere. As a result, we are considering moving away from the 
d issertation and toward another method of bringing together administra- 
tive knowledge and practice. One proposal before the department is a 
policy paper. In this experience, students would study educational 
practice that has meaning for them from a variety of perspectives. They 
would be required to do an economic, legal, educational, and equity 
analyses of the particular issue or practice they select and develop and 
defend a responsive local, state, or federal policy. Their analysis would 
necessarily consist of several approaches: synthesis of existing research, 
original empirical study, philosophical and historical analysis, economic 
consequences, legal scholarship, and equity impact. The results of their 
work would be presented at a policy forum of APS faculty, students, and 
practicing administrators and policymakers. Students would have to 
explain their policy recommendations fully and to defend them to the 
attending audience. 

Whether or not this ends up being the way in which the department 
pulls together the doctoral experience, it seems evident to many in the 
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department that the traditional research doctorate that serves our inter- 
ests and needs as faculty members is not necessarily tine best teaching and 
learning tool in a doctoral program that prepares school administrators. 

Communities 

Because we believe that students learn not only from professors and 
mentors in the field but from each other, we have built the structure and 
sequence around a community of students. These communities of 
students will move through the program together, taking many of their 
courses as a group, and working on projects with each other from one 
semester to the next. 

Each community will be assigned a faculty advisor. This advisor will 
work with the students throughout the doctoral experience, addressing 
not only course and program issues, but larger career and professional 
goals as well. 

Problem-Based Learning 

In an effort to move the program out of the classroom and to 
emphasize experiential learning, we have linked each new community of 
students that we admit with a local school district. These districts have 
been chosen as partners based upon their own willingness and success in 
transforming their schools and their commitment to work with us for a 
minimum of five semesters as our students advance through their first 
five courses and the internship. 

An employee of the district — sometimes the superintendent, some- 
times an assistant superintendent or principal— is appointed to the APS 
faculty and serves as one of the five professors who team teach the first 
five courr.es. The district is used to generate problem-based learning 
situations, shadowing experiences, and internship opportunities. Much 
of the coursework, then, unfolds in the district. 

Experiential content of the courses changes from semester to semes- 
ter as the needs of partner districts and the particular problems of practice 
engaged in by the community and the district emerge. 

Integrated Course Content 

Rather than have courses on the principalship, the superintendency, 
school law, school finance, and so forth, we decided to focus the course 
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experience around particular topics, including in each the legal, manage- 
rial, economic, and organizational analyses important to understanding 
the subject. Additionally, each course includes experiences in reflective 
practice and addresses equity issues. 

Team Approach 

The first five courses the students take as a learning community are 
team taught. When students begin their first course, they are introduced 
to the five faculty members (four from the full-time faculty and one from 
the partner district) who will serve as the professors for each of the next 
five courses. Although each course has an official faculty team leader, 
every professor is involved in every course. What this means is that while 
I am working with students on gender/equity issues, Dr. Michaelis does 
the legal analysis, Dr. Osterman the economic strand, Dr. Siskin the 
organizational/managerial approach, Dr. Brieschke the aesthetic/cre- 
ative piece, and the representative from the district the problem-based 
experience. This has proved to be a very difficult piece of our vision to 
schedule and enact. 

Community Building 

About 90% of our doctoral students are full-time workers and part- 
time students. Whether or not this is the best way to experience a doctoral 
program, for a number of economic and regional reasons (students earn 
high salaries and the 7 competing universities in the New York metropoli- 
tan area don't require full-time status), we do not expect that we will ever 
attract a majority of full time students. As a result, we believe that if we 
are to engage our students fully in the program we must meet them where 
they are. Thus, we have introduced a number of required activities into 
our doctoral program that attempt to provide part-time students with the 
experiences that we believe doctoral work should include. 

When students are admitted into the program, they attend an orien- 
tation with their families — however they may wish to define family. At 
this orientation, we not only talk about what the program looks like and 
what our expectations are, we discuss the role of the family in the success 
of the doctoral students. 

During the academic year, doctoral students in the APS program are 
required to attend three social functions and two policy forums. We hold 
a fall potluck and a February un-holiday party at the chair's home, and a 
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May doctoral dinner at the University Club. The purpose of these 
activities is to bring students and faculty together in a social setting that 
gives them time to talk, share information, and catch up on accomplish- 
ments. While the purpose is networking and enjoyment, the experience 
is not voluntary. Students are expected to attend. 

The annual doctoral dinner is a particularly good example of commu- 
nity and culture building. Each year we gather to honor that year's 
graduates of the doctoral program. In attendance are the APS faculty, 
faculty from other departments who have served on committees, current 
students, and graduates of the program. Current students write, act, and 
sing a skit which both honors the graduates and pokes fun at the faculty. 
The lyrics are clever and funny, and the entire audience participates. In 
response, the faculty presents its "song" to the students, and both full and 
part-time faculty sing. Honorees are given presents from Tiffany's and 
their families are honored with presents, public introduction and thanks. It 
is a time of celebration, sentimentality, Hofstra chauvinism, and humor. 

The policy forums are held once each semester at a faculty member's 
home on Sunday from 3 to 5. During this time, faculty and students talk 
about their research and the implications for administrative practice and 
policy. Everyone brings food and drink and there is time for students and 
faculty to talk informally. 

Finally, in an attempt to link students and graduates, a Doctoral 
Directory that lists all faculty, students, and graduates, their current job 
titles, work and home addresses, and telephone numbers is distributed 
each year. The listings for graduates include the dissertation title and the 
name of their dissertation chair. 

Equity Issues 

Although I have mentioned the focus on equity issues throughout the 
discussion of our program, I believe it is worth highlighting. Many of the 
decisions we made about our program which support and help all students, 
originally came from our desire to make sure we addressed the needs of 
women and students of color. For instance, our new student orientation 
which includes family members was begun because we found that doctoral 
work placed the biggest burdens on women students who were married 
and/or had children. Our method of assigning financial aid came from our 
knowledge that families are more likely to support the education of hus- 
bands/fathers and children than of wives/mothers. Thus, we do not make 
our students fill out a financial need form. Rather, we work on an honor 
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system, trusting that students won't ask for aid unless they need it. 
Therefore, after fully supporting our full-time students, we divide up the 
available aid equally among those who have asked for assistance. 

When we began restructuring our program we became aware that 
textbooks, materials, case studies, and learning activities were much 
more likely to focus on the experiences of males than of females and of 
white people rather than people of color. Thus, we have included 
appropriate cases and experiences that address the needs of all students 
and the lives of women and people of color in particular. 

Not unlike most administrator preparation programs, the majority of 
our students are female. However, unlike most p rograms we are attempting 
to address the needs of our women students. Our women students and 
students of color receive direct coaching in the program to combat both 
sexism and racism in interviews and other job getting activities. Further, we 
have sponsored a network for women students for the past 13 years aimed 
at insuring that the number of women administrators on Long Island 
increases. A 1992 study of our graduates indicates that over 75% of our 
women graduates from both our certification and doctoral programs have 
attained administrative positions. 

Admissions 

Qualities of students. We are seeking to attract students who we believe 
have the potential for school leadership. We hope to attract the most capable 
and committed candidates who represent diverse races and ethnicity's and 
both sexes. Students in this program need strong analytic ability, high 
administrative potential, and demonstrated success in teaching. Tradition- 
ally, we have used the GRE, the MAT, or other screening devices in admitting 
students. However, we are not convinced that any of the materials currently 
used by us and by most ether programs are adequate. At the same time, for 
ethical, educational, and economic reasons, we would like a method that 
would help us identify and select those people who have the desire and the 
ability to become transformative leaders. Thus, we are in the process of 
identifying other screening methods for admission into the doctoral pro- 
gram — methods that we believe will help us more accurately select students 
who can and will become educational leaders. 

Communities. As mentioned earlier, students will be admitted in 
communities. Students will be involved in informal, but required, 
projects and activities of both an academic and a social nature. 
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Recruitment. Because we want the most capable and committed people 
in our program, and because our program is more rigorous in terms of 
requirements and the number of semester hours than any other compering 
program in the New York metropolitan area, we have begun an aggressive 
recruitment initiative. We are targeting education and business profession- 
als in the geographic area through direct mail and personal visit strategies. 
We have made a video-tape to show at professional meetings and in schools, 
and we are involving our students and graduates in the recruitment process. 
We are trying to find those educators and professionals who might not 
identify themselves as potential administrators, asking gatekeepers to send 
us the most creative people in their districts, people who are often respected 
but not seen as "administrative types." We are looking for mavericks and 
"trouble-makers" — people who have traditionally not been tapped for 
administrative jobs. 



Advisement 



Advisement for this program is done in three ways. Each community 
has one faculty advisor assigned to work with students on program, 
course, and professional issues. Additionally, since all faculty will 
supervise interns, each student has from one to three additional advisors 
as intern supervisors. Finally, dissertation or project advisors are chosen 
by the student to work with her or him on the fina; project. 

Monitoring Student Progress 

In addition to the usual evaluation procedures for students (course 
assignments, tests) student progress is monitored using a portfolio ap- 
proach sampling student work at several points in the academic journey. 
Beginning with their first course, students begin to compile a portfolio 
which includes descriptions of classexperiences, assignments, connections 
with the field, and an expanding reflective platform. Using these portfolios, 
community ad v isors review the progress of each member of the community 
everv semester. The department as a whole monitors the work of each 
student several times during her or his career. 



Evaluation 



ERIC 



In order to monitor the effectiveness of our program as well as to 
continue to refine what we do, we use the following mechanisms to evaluate 
the program. r ^ 
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Advisory board. An advisory board of administrators in local school 
districts helps us think about how we prepare school administrators. This 
advisory board meets monthly and constitutes a core of professionals 
who are committed to helping us develop long term relationships with 
school districts. 

Student outcomes. Follow-up studies of graduates determine not only 
if they get jobs, but how they are evaluated in their work. Focus groups 
of administrators who have hired our graduates help us determine 
whether our program has helped prepare competent school administra- 
tors. 

Graduate evaluation. Yearly feedback from graduates is undertaken 
using mail and telephone survey techniques. We ask them to evaluate 
individual courses as well as the program as a whole. Additionally, we 
ask that they help us understand what skills we could have helped them 
acquire, but didn't. 

Obstacles to Change 

The discussion below represents my understanding of w r hat was hard 
or what slowed us down. Others involved in the process are likely to see 
things differently. 

Deciding that we wouldn't own particular courses was hard for us. 
Because it is easier to teach the same thing from year to year and because 
each of us has interests that we wished to pursue, the decision to share 
courses and develop content as a group was not in our self interest. 
Further, it is a process that is both time consuming and fraught with 
conflict. Often, we would want to tell the person charged with the 
leadership of the course to take care of it because we were too busy to 
meet. At other times, a suggestion for change in the content was met with 
anger and resistance. This is something we are still working through. One 
of our structural solutions has been to schedule two three-hour meetings 
each month for team members to work on course content. 

Our struggle with consensus vs. consent is ongoing. We don't want 
our colleagues to be unhappy, and we spend a lot of time on the emotional 
life of our department. For instance, at this point nine faculty members 
support the changes we have made, while one faculty member is un- 
happy with them. We are trying to decide what the obligations of both the 
majority and minority are in carrying out the changes. This process takes 
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a lot of time and emotional energy. It is not clear that this is the best way 
to spend our time. On the other hand, it's not clear that it isn't. 

The amount of time and commitment required for this process is 
staggering. Members of the faculty already have heavy significant 
teaching responsibilities — 8 courses a year, moving to 6 in Fall 1993 (4 a 
year for the chairperson, moving to 3 in Fall 1993). On top of this heavy 
teaching load, we have added hours of curriculum development work. In 
addition, the department expectations of scholarly productivity are high. 
Currently, 7 to 10 faculty have book contracts and all faculty are actively 
engaged in scholarship. Finally, we work in a culture of availability. We 
are available for our students — at the office and at our homes, during the 
week and on the weekends. As a result, we are often tired and depleted. 

As we have begun to change the course requirements and to rethink 
our commitment to the dissertation/ we have run into territorial issues 
with other departments. As we move students out of electives in other 
departments and into required doctoral courses in our department, we 
are losing friends. As we think about moving away from general courses 
in statistics — taken in another department — toward some more useful 
experience, we are threatening the teaching loads of colleagues. Because 
the full faculty of the School of Education must approve curricular 
changes, this resistance to our plans has a very real effect on what we can 
do. 

Support for change has not been found anywhere else in the Univer- 
sity. As we increase the rigor of our program, we are likely to serve fewer 
students. Already, representatives of the central administration have 
questioned the financial implications of our changes. In other words, we 
can make change as long as the result does not affect tuition dollars. 
Excellence cannot come at the expense of profit. 

Because we didn't know where we were going or where we would 
end up when we began this process, many of us have felt confused and 
frightened during the voyage. We have had to exhibit much tolerance for 
wrong turns, mistakes, confusion, and uncertainty. We've been able to do 
it, but it has been stressful for all of us at times. 

Finally, one of the obstacles has been my lack of skill as a chairperson. 
I began the process committed to change, but I had no particular vision of 
what that change would be. I have worried that the force of my person- 
ality might overshadow newer members of the department or keep them 
from arguing with me or calling me up short. I didn't know how to think 
d if ferently, so I was often at a loss about how to help guide the department 
through this process. In the beginning, I wanted to cool down and 
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eliminate all conflict. It took me time to learn that we needed to yell at each 
other and go hard at the issue if we were to move to a new place. I needed 
to trust the rest of the faculty and quit behaving like a protective parent. 
Finally, I had a hard time deciding when we were fleeing and when we 
were doing productive work. I often wasn't sure whether or not we were 
engaged in fruitful discussions or stalling tactics. All of this is to say that 
I believe I have been both one of the catalysts and one of the obstacles to 
change. 

Summary 

The process in which the APS Department has engaged is not com- 
pleted. Perhaps when it is, a different story will be told. Nevertheless, I 
view what we have accomplished thus far as positive. I believe we have 
a better program today than we did five years ago. I believe the faculty 
works together and has developed a healthy culture for both ourselves 
and our students. 
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Alternative Designs: 
New Directions 



Joseph Murphy 



Our hope is that a frank discussion of both tribulations and celebrations 
will encourage others to take the required risks in overcoming medioc- 
rity on the way to excellence in preparing future educational leaders for 
our schools. (Sirotnik & Mueller, Chapter 4) 

In this third era of ferment in educational administration, efforts to 
improve preparation programs are underway at numerous institutions 
throughout the United States. In this volume, nine such attempts are 
presented. The goal of this concluding chapter is to build upon and 
connect the work of the authors of these reform designs. First, we shall 
look across the models to isolate themes that might provide material for 
others attempting to develop new designs for program improvement. 
Second, we shall analyze structures and forces in these cases that appear 
either to hinder or to support reform initiatives. 

Before we begin this assignment, however, a few cautionary notes are 
in order. InLifcon f/icMfssfcs^ 

often make people see more than really exists." At one level, a book about 
alternative designs for preparation programs may encourage readers to 
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conclude that a large scale reform movement has commenced, with these 
programs representing its vanguard. However, a thoughtful review of 
the history of innovation in school administration preparation programs 
would lead one to be careful about making this deduction. The literature 
is peppered with inaccurate claims of the magnitude of incipient move- 
ments based solely upon reviews of isolated innovative sites or programs. 
Whether or not the changes described herein represent the crest of a wave 
that will break across all of educational leadership is an empirical ques- 
tion which can be answered only at some future time. We would do well 
at this point not to overgeneralize from these cases to the profession as a 
whole. 

At another level, a concluding chapter that attends to commonalities 
will nearly always encourage the reader to see more overlap among 
individual cases than actually exists, or at least to fail to adequately 
consider the differences. Readers should use caution in developing 
generalizations about appropriate reform strategies from these designs. 

A third and related caveat concerns the fact that these reports are 
descriptions of alternative workable designs rather than presentations of 
models to be emulated faithfully. While they do represent some of the 
most thoughtful and exciting examples of preparation reform efforts, it is 
important to understand that a search for a single best model — or com- 
posite model — will be unproductive. All change can be understood only 
in context. What is right or workable in one situation may not transfer 
well to another. It is more appropriate to search this volume for design 
principles and building materials than for blueprints for reform efforts. 

Readers should also keep in mind the fact that the stories told in this 
volume are unfinished. They are "still evolving" (Milstein & Krueger, 
Chapter 2) — the process in which they are engaged is "far from complete" 
(Shakeshaft, Chapter 10). Many program components have yet to be 
forged on the anvil of experience. When the development process is more 
advanced, it is possible that "a different story will be told" (Shakeshaft, 
Chapter 10). In addition, these cases are, as Shakeshaft informs us, 
reconstructions of reality — reconstructions that lend themselves to two 
problems: the partiality phenomenon noted above and the tendency to 
make "what was random, arbitrary, and accidental seem planned, or- 
derly, logical, and rational" (Shakeshaft, Chapter 10). Third, almost all of 
these narratives have been reconstructed by one or two members of much 
larger groups. Other stakeholders in these reform initiatives "might tell 
a different story if given the task of chronicling [the] process" (Shakeshaft, 
Chapter 10) of change. ^ ? 
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Finally, we must always remember that "new" does not always mean 
"better." Novelty is certainly not a significant criterion for judging the 
usefulness of reform initiatives. At the same time, old is not always bad. 
The fact that there are critically flawed dimensions of most school 
administration preparation programs does not mean that everything 
about them is wrong. "New" is also a relative concept. Much of what we 
tend to see as "new" in these designs is not really new. Some changes 
relate more to the restoration of fidelity to program structure and content 
than they do to creating new program components. 

Given these cautions as background, it is now time to turn our 
attention to the ideas in these designs that may inform others involved in 
the difficult task of program improvement. These themes are presented 
below in the form of seven elements or principles: (1) attacking bargains 
and treaties; (2) working collaboratively; (3) redefining program content; 

(4) reconnecting the practice and academic arms of the profession; 

(5) reconfiguring program structure; (6) extending the equity agenda; 
and (7) empowering students. 

Design Elements 

Attacking Bargains and Treaties 

Loosening up what is tight and tightening up what is loose 
present considerable challenges to conventional ways of organiz- 
ing educational practice. Indeed, it has been our experience 
throughout the development and institutionalization of the 
Danforth Program, that many of the self-preserving features of 
the conventional program have been directly challenged. (Sirotnik 
& Mueller, Chapter 4) 

An extensive body of literature describes the bargains, treaties, and 
compromises between students and teachers that eviscerate educational 
experiences. While much of this literature focuses on secondary education 
(Page, 1 984; Powell, Farrar, &Cohen, 1985; Sedlak, Wheeler, Pullin, & Cusik, 
1986; Sizer, 1984), a number of authors have documented an analogous 
phenomenon in educational leadership preparation programs, where pro- 
fessors and programs trade off academic integrity and rigor for student 
enrollment and compliant behavior (Mann, 1975; Murphy, 1990; 1992). 
These compromises of convenience touch all aspects of preparation, from 
selection to course assignments and schedules to exit requirements. 
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The cases in this volume mount serious attacks on the "conventional 
practices[s] " (Sirotnik & Mueller, Chapter 4) that result in these bargains. 
Each program raises one or more direct challenges to "the self-preserving 
features of . . . conventional programs(s]" (Sirotnik & Mueller, Chapter 4) 
and renegotiates the regularities of its programs along a variety of fronts. 
In so doing, these programs are reshaping theculturesoftheirdepartments. 
For many of then., at the broadest level this necessitates 

a fundamental rethinking of schools and traditional authority 
relationships — a reconsideration that require[s] recognition of 
the cultural context of schooling and the political and moral 
meaning surrounding the everyday struggle of students, teach- 
ers, and administrators. (Cambron-McCabe, Chapter 8) 

On a more concrete level, such change means having staff "embody 
in its own behavior and attitudes the same qualities that [it is] trying to 
foster in (its] students" (Bridges, Chapter 3). This necessitates replacing 
department regularities with a culture that reflects the values and skills 
leaders will need in order to work successfully in tomorrow's schools. At 
the most specific level, such reform means developing new routines — 
policies, regulations, and practices — that both restore academic integrity 
to preparation programs and create an infrastructure to guard against the 
emergence of new bargains and treaties. 

Two places where these attacks on compromises to program integrity 
are particularly evident in the narratives of this volume are in the 
recruitment .;md selection of students. The regularities in these areas are 
vividly described in Sirotnik's & Mueller's (Chapter 4) portrait of Karen 
Andrews — "no formal recruitment efforts," "ritualistic" selection proce- 
dures, negligible attention to equity, and haphazard admissions prac- 
tices — and documented in countless reviews of existing training pro- 
grams (Murphy, 1992). Different ways of doing business are conveyed by 
the authors in this volume, including the use of active recruitment 
strategies and selection procedures designed to promote quality and 
equity goals rather than to maximize revenue. A number of components 
of these "aggressive recruitment initiative[s]" (Shakeshaft, Chapter 10) 
emerge throughout these chapters: (1) broad marketing of programs to 
potential candidates; (2) clearly explicating the philosophy of the pro- 
gram; (3) regular exchanges with key educational stakeholders (e.g. 
professional association officers, former students, superintendents) to 
solicit nominations of outs 1 ^nding candidates; and (4) the institutional- 
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ization of search strategies to promote racial and ethnic diversity (e.g. the 
University of Washington's close work with targeted urban school dis- 
tricts). 

Equally proactive strategies are evident in the selection strategies 
presented in many of these narratives. These initiatives often begin with 
development by faculty of more carefully reasoned conceptions of the 
abilities, values, and interests that they prize in students. This activity 
often leads to a recognition that "intangibles may be the most significant 
qualities in how individuals lead" (Cambron-McCabe, Chapter 8). This 
acknowledgment, in turn, helps bring the deficiencies of traditional 
screening devices into sharp relief and encourages active searches for 
"other screening methods of admission" (Shakeshaft, Chapter 10) that go 
beyond "traditional admission criteria based on test scores and academic 
grade point averages" (Cambron-McCabe, Chapter 8). 

In these alternative designs, candidate interviews are given consider- 
able significance. Often they are conducted by more than one faculty 
member — either separately (as at Stanford) or by a team from the 
University-based program (as at Washington). Endeavors to uncover 
more direct measures of candidates' proficiency are also apparent, espe- 
cially "the search for evidence of leadership by the candidates in their 
previous position of employment" (Maniloff & Clark, Chapter 9). For 
example, at Stanford (Bridges, Chapter 3) recruits are observed teaching 
a lesson and their written critique of that lesson is analyzed by program 
faculty. At East Tennessee State University (Gresso, Burkett, & Smith, 
Chapter 6), a written essay is required in order to help faculty evaluate a 
candidate's writing ability, whileattheUniversity of New Mexico (Milstein 
& Krueger, Chapter 2) aspirants engage in a "form of assessment center" 
that includes "structured interviews, presentations, in-basket items, and 
group interactions" (Milstein & Krueger, Chapter 2). Finally, in order to 
reduce the tension between employment responsibilities and student 
obligations, some programs, such as ETSU and the University of Utah, are 
requiring the "full cooperation and support" of admitted students' em- 
ployers (Ogawa & rounder, Chapter 5). 

The jury is still out on how effective these efforts to replace formalistic 
approaches to recruitment and selection with more robust and sensitive 
measures are in producing better leaders. There are, however, some 
promising signs in these cases. In particular, there is evidence that the 
more immediate goals of securing more committed students and more 
racially-balanced student cohorts are being met. We return to the issue of 
equity later. 
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Working Collaboratively 



[C] elaboration and collegiality are crucial to the growth of all 
individuals in an organization and . . . leaders are more likely to 
model these in schools if preparation program[s] emphasize 
them. (Daresh & Barnett, Chapter 7) 

After reading through these studies, one is left with the impression 
that activities in these programs transpire within a much more collabora- 
tive culture than is the norm at most universities. To be sure, there is 
considerable variation on this point across the sample. We must also take 
account of the fact that one would normally expect to find more collabo- 
rative activity during periods of programmatic reform. Nonetheless, 
professional collegiality isclearly a defining theme in these reports. Many 
of these faculties appear to be moving from traditional conceptions of 
organization to more communal notions — to commitments "to modeling 
a learning organization" (Gresso, Burkett, & Smith, Chapter 6), to coordi- 
nation through integration (rather than addition), and to the construction 
of program designs based on shared values. 

While it is somewhat difficult to unpack these cultures, the following 
elements appear to facilitate movement in the direction of learning 
communities. One is the belief, noted above, that the faculty — as indi- 
viduals and as a group — should model the values and ways of leading 
and working that they hold to be critical to student learning. In the case 
of Miami University (Cambron-McCabe, Chapter 8), for example, be- 
cause it is believed that tomorrow's leaders need to facilitate the develop- 
ment of participatory democracy, the faculty models democratic pro- 
cesses in its own interactions. For similar reasons, students in the 
Washington program (Sirotnik & Mueller, Chapter 4) become members 
of a community that values "diverse opinion and multiple perspectives." 
A second community-building strategy involves faculty sharing of learn- 
ing experiences, which includes the idea of professors as learners (as well 
as teachers) and attention to collaborative professional development 
activities. 

Shared work experiences represent a third element of these learning 
communities. These experiences are of two types: sustained program 
development work and team teaching. One finds substantial evidence 
that faculty members in these programs "go further than normally 
expected in coordinating their work" (Maniloff & Clark, Chapter 9) and 
that "what gets taught is a negotiated process" (Sirotnik & Mueller, 
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Chapter 4) among faculty (and sometimes with practitioners and stu- 
dents). Such shared work experiences occur in these programs primarily 
through: collaborative development of program philosophy and struc- 
ture; group analysis of course syllabi and materials; and a good deal of 
cooperative teaching. 

Undergirding all of these collaborative activities are commitments to 
"intense dialogue" (Cambron-McCabe, Chapter 8) and conscious efforts 
to create climatic conditions (e.g. critical inquiry, personal reflection) and 
structures (e.g. retreats, position papers, extended meeting schedules) 
that facilitate these exchanges. 

Redefining Program Content 

To better serve schools and students in a rapidly changing 
society, today's educational leaders require knowledge, skills, 
and attitudes that are different from those reflected in educa- 
tional administration curricula of the past. (Daresh & Barnett, 
Chapter 7) 



As we discussed in Chapter 1, an extensive amount of dialogue is 
currently being devoted to the topic of establishing an appropriate 
knowledge base for leadership programs in a post-behavioral science era. 
The most thoughtful treatment of this topic to date can be found in the 
National Policy Board for Educational Administration (NPBEA) report 
(1989), Improving the Preparation of School Leaders. In that document, the 
NPBEA recommends that preparation programs address the following 
t jpics: societal and cultural influences on schooling; teaching and learn- 
ing processes and school improvement; organizational theory; method- 
ologies of organizational studies and policy analysis; leadership and 
managerial processes and functions; policy studies and politics of educa- 
tion; and the moral and ethical dimensions of schooling. Analyses by 
Slater (1991) and Willov/er (1988) demonstrate that at least some of these 
suggestions (e.g. focus on the moral and cultural dimensions of leader- 
ship) parallel the evolution of interests among faculty in departments of 
school administration. However, a preliminary examination of responses 
to summons for program reform indicates that departments of educa- 
tional leadership have been slow to respond to these demands, failing in 
most cases to translate emerging interests in moral, social, and cultural 
issues in education into new program experiences for students (Murphy, 
1991a). 
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The narratives in this volume provide additional perspectives on the 
topic of program reform. Keeping in mind the dangers of 
overgeneralization, a number of common themes do emerge across these 
alternative designs. Embedded within these themes are a variety of 
specific ideas likely to be of use to others engaged in the reform of 
preparation programs. 

Programmatic Vision 

Considerable energy is being invested in all of these programs to 
overhaul preparation content. All of them are attempting to address 
weaknesses in the knowledge base described so thoroughly in the NPBEA 
(1989) and the National Commission for Excellence in Educational Admin- 
istration (1987) reports. More importantly, the reforms of all of these 
programs are grounded on and emerge from a well-articulated: "focus" 
(Maniloff & Clark, Chapter 9); "set of guiding principles" (Bridges, Chap- 
ters) or "assumptions" (Cambron-McCabe, Chapter 8); "mission state- 
ment" (Shakeshaft, Chapter 10); or "philosophy that espouses a vision for 
effective leaders" (Daresh & Barnett, Chapter 7). Each program has set about 
the task of improvement "grounded in a set of normative assumptions that, 
taken together, constitute a rather explicit programmatic idealogy " (Sirotnik 
& Mueller, Chapter 4). It appears that much of the success these universities 
have experienced in their search for stronger programs can be linked to these 
normative assumptions and to the groundwork undertaken to arrive at 
them. In effect, these philosophical foundations create contexts that allow the 
institutions to bring unity, coherence, and a sense of purpose to their work. 

Ethics 

There is also some noticeable overlap across these reports in specific 
curricular areas, nearly all of which are consistent with the NPBEA guide- 
lines. For example, while it would have been difficult to find much consid- 
eration of ethical issues in educational administration preparation programs 
as recently as five or ten years ago (Farquhar, 1981; Murphy, 1992), morals, 
values, and ethics are prominently featured in many of these narratives. In 
some instances (e.g. Utah, North Carolina, Miami, Hofstra), entirely new 
courses in ethics have been created, often as a foundational experience for 
matriculating students. In nearly all cases, conscious efforts are being 
undertaken to bring "ethical perspectives to bear on [the] concrete realities" 
(Cambron-McCabe, Chapter 8) of school administration. 
c . > 
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Underlying this new concern for ethics appears to be a shared 
understanding among program staff that "sound professional judgment 
and conduct are contingent on sound ethical judgment and conduct" and 
that "in occupational contexts routine practical decisions and ethical 
decisions are aften formally indistinguishable" (Rudder, 1991, p. 75). 
More specifically, these programs acknowledge the facts that: adminis- 
trators are "representatives of values" (Greenfield, 1988, p. 152); "the 
responsibility of the principal to students, teachers and the community 
[is] to lead with an informed ethical reflection on education and public 
life" (Maniloff & Clark, Chapter 9); and "unless leaders develop a moral 
and ethical conscience, they will find it difficult to make decisions and will 
lose a sense of purpose" (Daresh & Barnett, Chapter 7). 



Social Context 

"For the most part, the social and cultural context of education has 
received only cursory attention in administrative preparation programs" 
(Cambron-McCabe, Chapter 8), a condition that has changed little since 
Newlon (1934) first brought it to light nearly 60 years ago. Yet in these case 
reports we see a definite focus on helping students grapple with social and 
cultural "trends that affected and are affecting the various understandings 
and expectations about schooling" (Maniloff & Clark, Chapter 9). An 
unmistakable sense of social activism also fills these pages. The goal is not 
simply understanding, but the abilities to "interpret and integrate knowl- 
edge for thepurpose of social transformation" (Shakeshaft, Chapter 10); tobe 
"reflective, critically engaged intellectuals concerned with the social condi- 
tions of schooling" (Cambron-McCabe, Chapter 8); and "to achieve results 
for a diverse student population" (Bridges, Chapter 3). 

This attention to the social context of schooling is closely connected to the 
focus given to the ethical and moral aspects of leadership. A sub-theme that 
cuts across both of these areas, and one that is highlighted throughout these 
cases, is the management of diversity for the "simultaneous achievement of 
both equity and excellence for students regardless of race, ethnicity, gender, 
or economic status" (Sirotnik & Mueller, Chapter 4). 

Reflection and Critical Inquiry 

Consistent with the emphasis on values and ethics in many of these 
departments is the importance attached to reflection and critical inquiry 
skills in their preparation programs. In addition to a traditional focus on 
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the means of administration, considerable attention is also devoted to the 
ends of leadership, or, as Sirotnik and Mueller (Chapter 4) capture it: "there 
is a commitment to critical inquiry and evaluation of educational practice by 
those who practice education and whose moral responsibility [it] is to 
guarantee the best education for all students." For those interested in making 
reflection a more critical component of their own departments, these narra- 
tives provide a good deal of guidance. The three general approaches they 
employ include: ( 1 ) forcing students to examine their own action and beliefs 
on a regular basis; (2) furnishing specific "ways for people to test some of 
their assumptions and beliefs . . . before they step into an administrative role 
for the first time" (Daresh & Barnett, Chapter 7); and (3) promoting ongoing 
"substantive dialogue (informed by reading [and] writing)" (Sirotnik & 
Mueller, Chapter 4) among students and faculty. 

The case studies in this volume also provide numerous examples of how 
to put these strategies into practice. One idea, implemented at Utah (Ogawa 
& Pounder, Chapter 5) and North Carolina (Maniloff & Clark, Chapter 9), is 
to create a course which specifically treats the inquiry skills needed by 
practitioners, as opposed to the research tools required by professors. A 
second approach, used extensively at Northern Colorado (Daresh & Barnett, 
Chapter 7) and ETSU (Gresso, et al., Chapter 6), is to have students develop 
and regularly revise a personal vision for educational leadership, or what the 
authors of these chapters refer to as educational platforms and portfolios. In 
other institutions represented in this volume, courses devoted to under- 
standing the self and others fuel critical inquiry and reflection goals. 

Many of these programs consciously use a cohort structure to nurture a 
critical perspective on the part of s udents. Others rely on the internship 
experience, by careful crafting of mentor-student relationships (see, for 
example, Sirotnik & Mueller, Chapter 4) and well-integrated internship 
seminars that are designed to foster d ialogue and reflection (see, for example, 
Milstein & Krueger, Chapter 2). The problem-centered approach to learning 
that characterizes all of these programs regularly encourages the formation 
of a reflective orientation. More indirect approaches to inculcating habits of 
reflection and critical analysis include infusing the program with the prin- 
ciples of adult learning and having faculty, both regular and clinical, model 
inquiry in their interactions with each other and with students. 

Practice-based Learning 

These designs feature the use of practice-based building materials to 
a much greater extent than is the norm in the profession. The craft aspects 
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of the profession are thereby re-legitimatized and there "is greater corre- 
spondence between the work of students and administrators" (Bridges, 
Chapter 3). As Ogawa and Pounder astutely note, this may be the most 
difficult change for many departments, especially for those housed in 
major research universities. Nonetheless, the programs described in this 
volume have made remarkable progress in anchoring themselves in the 
world of practice. As we discuss more fully below, in so doing they 
provide hope that the practice and academic spheres of the profession can 
be united. More importantly, at least in the area of program content, they 
provide concrete examples of methods to address the issue, one that helps 
us transcend the empty rhetoric of the last 40 years about bridging theory 
and practice (see Murphy, 1992). 

Collectively, these case studies offer seven major strategies for shift- 
ing the focus of coursework toward the world of educational practice. 
One approach is the revitalization of the internship. Historically a little 
used and poorly implemented educational intervention (Murphy, 1992), 
the internship comes to life throughout these narratives. At New Mexico 
(Milstein & Krueger, Chapter 2), North Carolina (Maniloff & Clark, 
Chapter 9), East Tennessee State (Gresso, et al., Chapter 6), and elsewhere, 
internships are carefully planned, implemented, and monitored. They 
provide students with opportunities for meaningful learning experi- 
ences. We also see more attention to related clinical activities— shadow- 
ing, interviewing administrators, working with practitioners on projects — 
than is the norm in educational administration preparation programs. 

Grounding coursework in schools and d istricts — field-based learning — 
is a third practice-oriented strategy, and one that has received little attention 
to date in the reform literature. Hofstra (Shakeshaft, Chapter 10), Miami 
(Cambron-McCabe, Chapter 8), and Utah (Ogawa & Pounder, Chapter 5) 
break new ground on this front, providing three concrete examples ot how 
coursework can unfold in schools. At the most advanced stage of field-based 
activity, "the students' work is more than an academic exercise; it is an actual 
experience in school practice, real involvement in transfon \ative leader- 
ship" (Cambron-McCabe, Chapter 8). A similar, if somewi .at less radical, 
design is to use simulated problems of practice as the organ Ang framework 
for learning. The underlying dynamics of both of these vehicles for re-directing 
energy toward the practice aspects of school leadership have been nicely 
described by Bridges: 

1 . The starting point for learning is a problem (that is, a stimulus for 
which an individual lacks a ready response). 
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2. The problem is one that students are apt to face as future profes- 
sionals. 

3. The knowledge that students are expected to acquire during their 
professional training is organized around problems rather than 
the disciplines. (Chapter 3) 

Emphasis on the completion of an applied or clinical dissertation is a 
fifth tactic used in these narratives tohighlight the practice dimensions of 
the profession. Unlike traditional Ph.D. dissertations, and the disserta- 
tion analogs found in most Ed.D. programs, the dissertations that are in 
place or on the drawing board in many of the programs in this volume are 
"aimed at solving actual administrative and policy problems" (Ogawa & 
Pounder, Chapter 5). 

The focus on integrated course content throughout these cases also 
lends itself to anchoring program content in practice. Given the centrality 
of ethical and social context issues to these programs, this tendency helps 
force real problems to the surface for examination. It is also safe to 
conclude, at least from these nine reports, that problems of practice 
provide the most viable context for merging the craft, theoretical, and 
moral dimensions of educational leadership. In a similar vein, the 
encouragement of students in these programs "to share their experiences 
as an integral part of classroom activities, incorporate them in simulations 
and problem-solving exercises, and in general weave practical experi- 
ences throughout coursework" (Daresh & Barnett, Chapter 7) provides a 
final example of a way to emphasize problem-based learning in prepara- 
tion programs for educational administrators. 

Rcconncctiiig the Practice and Academic 
Arms of the Profession 

Partnering is an important underpinning of the entire effort to 
prepare educational leaders. It creates an environment of trust and 
promotes better understanding of the needsand dilemmas that each 
partner confronts. Most important, it recognizes the reality that the 
development of tomorrow's school leaders is everyone's business 
and concern. (Milstein & Krueger, Chapter 2) 

Interlaced throughout these stories is the theme of reweaving the 
somewhat tattered fabric that represents the profession of school admin- 
istration. While the practice and academic spheres of the profession have 



Alternative Designs: New Directions 



237 



been largely estranged for nearly a half -century now, there are conscious 
efforts afoot throughout these cases to reunite them. These endeavors are 
of two types: "stronger field-based components and stronger connections 
with district- and school-based educators" (Sirotnik & Mueller, Chapter 
4). Field-based strategies were described above. They include efforts to 
move preparation closer to the real world of schools via internships, field- 
based courses, more extensive clinical experiences, problem-based learn- 
ing activities, and applied dissertations. 

Although these reports have devoted more attention to the topic of 
field-based learning than to that of university-field connections, a num- 
ber of ideas for forging stronger academic-practice relations can be culled 
from them. The most common type of connective tissue is the formation 
of partnerships between university-based and school-based educators. 
One incarnation of this phenomenon is the creation of advisory councils 
of local school administrators to provide "insight into the program design 
process" (Daresh & Barnett, Chapter 7) and to help institutions move 
away from "relying solely on a faculty-driven model" (Bridges, Chapter 
3) of preparation. If the messages from these cases are accurate, these 
groups are particularly helpful at the early stages of program redesign in 
providing "recommendations for what should be included in the pro- 
gram" and in extending feedback "at various stages of the program's 
development" (Ogawa & Pounder, Chapter 5). 

The exchange of services represents a second dimension of these part- 
nerships. For universities, this type of collaboration involves primarily 
supplying districts with well-qualified pools of administrative candidates 
and secondarily furnishing direct services ranging "from speeches, to work- 
shops, to consultation" (Maniloff & Clark, Chapter 9). Universities also 
"provide rewarding opportunities for participation in the program by these 
school leaders" (Maniloff & Clark, Chapter 9). Schools and districts provide 
field-based colleagues to work in a variety of roles, support for matriculating 
and graduating students, and, as noted above, grounded advice about 
appropriate preparation for future school leaders. Whatever the long-term 
effects of these partnerships on the quality of school leaders, they seem in 
these cases to be helping to meet the intermediate goal of reconnecting the 
practice and academic arms of school administration. 

Next to partnerships, the most discussed linkage mechanism in these 
reports is the nurrurance of adjunct and clinical faculty, or perhaps more 
precisely, the rejuvenation of these roles. As Sirotnik and Mueller 
(Chapter 4) remind us, typically the use of such faculty "is not planned, 
adjuncts are recruited with little quality control, and the whole process is 
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designed so that tenure-line faculty can be released to do other things." 
This portrait is clearly not valid in the nine cases in our volume, even 
though they may not quite realize the ideal of shared delivery. Adjunct 
faculty are often carefully selected and well prepared for their roles, 
especially those who assume mentoring roles within the various intern- 
ship programs. Compared with their counterparts elsewhere, adjuncts in 
these case studies appear to be more heavily invested in their programs 
and to exert more influence over what transpires therein, including 
involvement in assessing students' work at important stages in their 
academic careers. 

Reconfiguring Program Structure 

These deliberations result less in courses and more in an inte- 
grated curriculum delivered in instructional units and seminars 
that must be scheduled in the real time of a school year rather than 
the lock-step quarter/semester system of the university. Differ- 
ent units may require more or less time, necessitating curriculum 
negotiations and collaborative planning. (Sirotnik & Mueller, 
Chapter 4) 

Many of the improvements that these institutions are undertaking 
(e.g. redefining content) would be difficult to sustain without concomi- 
tant alterations in program structure. Many regularities of conventional 
practice that limit the feasibility of reform initiatives are deeply embed- 
ded in the existing infrastructure of educational administration pro- 
grams. It is not surprising, therefore, to find suggestions for reconfiguring 
program structures sprinkled throughout this volume. We review efforts 
in six areas below: patterns for grouping students; time-related issues; 
course formats; instructional designs; faculty role; dissertation structure; 
and monitoring procedures. 

Patterns for Grouping Students 

The most consistent change to program structure in these nine cases 
is the elimination of rolling admissions and the implementation of stu- 
dent cohort grouping, a system in which "students move through the 
program together, taking many of their courses as a group, and working 
on projects with each other from one semester to the next" (Shakeshalt, 
Chapter 10). While this revised structure is not without problems itself 
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(Manilof f & Clark, Chapter 9), all of these programs have arrived at the 
same conclusion as New Mexico: "the power of cohorts in providing 
advocacy, support, and encouragement cannot be overstated" (Milstein 
& Krueger, Chapter 2). As it is operationalized in these narratives, the 
cohort structure promotes the development of community, contributes to 
enhanced academic rigor, and personalizes an otherwise anonymous set 
of experiences for students. 

Time-related Issues 

Fresh perspectives on the time-related aspects of program structure 
can also be gleaned from these reports. While only North Carolina has 
instituted a full-time, on-campus program scheduled during the regular 
academic year, others have also attacked the enrollment bargain — "a 
treaty of mutual non-aggression" (Mann, 1975) — between students and 
professors that results in large numbers of tired students attending classes 
at the end of oftentimes long work days, which, in turn "reduce[s] the 
essential content to the least common (and least significant) denomina- 
tor" (Goldhammer, 1963, pp. 32-33). The authors of these chapters 
indicate that more can perhaps be done in this area than is commonly 
assumed. They also maintain that the costs of moving away from the late 
afternoon and early evening delivery structure are worth paying. Specific 
alternative designs discussed include full-time study in the summer and 
securing a block of time during the regular work day when students are 
free to devote themselves to their studies. There are also signals in these 
reports that robust full- or half-time internships may be becoming a more 
viable avenue for preparation programs to use in transcending the 
desultory nature of student work. 

Course Formats 

By using cohorts and more coherent and intensive learning struc- 
tures, these programs are positioned to make direct assaults on the way 
courses are traditionally packaged. One such strategy, visible throughout 
these cases, is the designation of a core group of learning experiences 
which all students complete together. A second popular approach 
includes the use of more vigorous internships and additional attention to 
related clinical activities. This focus helps expand the structure that 
houses program activities from primarily university-based to field- and 
university-based. A third, and even more expansive, redefinition of ways 
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to present program content involves movement away from the tradi- 
tional semester and course formats toward "set[s] of integrated learning 
experiences" (Daresh & Bamett, Chapter 7). Collectively, the strategies 
presented herein offer hope that future preparation programs can be 
"center[s] of active learning" (Gresso, et al., Chapter 6) rather than 
collections of course units. 

Instructional Designs 

Alternatives to the pedagogical formats common to most preparation 
programs are also visible in the designs chronicled in this volume, which are 
almost all based on the belief that "[traditional teaching approaches do not 
encourage a questioning of structures and organizations, of relationships, of 
goals and purposes" (Cambron-McCabe, Chapter 8). Faculty in these 
institutions are refreshingly w r illing to share responsibility for learning with 
students and with field-based colleagues. Consistent with reform demands 
(Murphy & Hallinger, 1987; Murphy, 1990), in many instances these "[n]ew 
initiatives in instructional content and methods [have been] devised and 
grounded more clearly in adult learning theory" (Milstein & Krueger, 
Chapter 2) and cognitive perspectives on learning (Hallinger, Leith wood, & 
Murphy, 1993; Murphy, 1991b). 

As discussed earlier, greater inclusiveness and relevance means that 
responsibility for program delivery in these programs is shared more fully 
with practice-based colleagues (e.g. mentor administrators, clinical faculty) 
and that these stakeholders occupy more central positions than they do in 
most preparation programs. There is also more extensive sharing of teaching 
responsibilities among faculty within these institutions than is common. In 
fact, in some of these universities, especially in the core courses, "team 
teaching become[ s] the rule rather than the exception" (Gresso, et al., Chapter 
6). 

Faculty Role 

Now conceptions of program deliver)' involve the development of new 
frames for viewing the contributions of practitioners — both students and 
existing administrators — the nurturance of more community-oriented de- 
partments, and a rethinking of the role of faculty. It appears that faculty in 
these programs consider their roles differently than do many of their 
colleagues elsewhere. At least in relation to the training dimensions of their 
work, they view themselves less as discipline-based entrepreneurs (special- 
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ists) and more as general partners (generalists) in the education of 
prospective leaders. 

Monitoring Procedures 

Various methods for developing more thoughtful assessments of stu- 
dent progress are provided in these case reports. We have already outlined 
the more rigorous procedures that they have instituted for evaluating 
candidates. In addition, our authors offer particularly insightful examples of 
the productive use of student self-assessment, a mode of assessment espe- 
cially relevant to these studies because of their heavy emphasis on reflection 
and critical inquiry. Similarly, these studies show how student peer evalu- 
ation can be much more significant than it is currently in most programs. For 
example, Sirotnik and Mueller (Chapter 4) narrate an account in which 
"students routinely critique each other in terms of communication skills and 
personal goals" and in which "they share reflective journals" and edit each 
other's work. Other authors throughout this volume describe how the 
emphasis on community and the habits of reflection and inquiry support this 
mode of evaluation. Finally, these cases are replete with clues about how 
feedback from field-based colleagues can become a more salient part of 
assessment strategies. 

A singular contribution of these chapters is their rich treatment of 
methods for making portfolios more central in the monitoring of student 
progress. According to Daresh and Bamett (Chapter 7), portfolios can 
become an "important formative and summative process which may be used 
to assist students in ascertaining their progress ... as educational leaders." 
Because the development of portfolios "provides eachstudent opportunities 
for reflection and self evaluation" (Gresso, Chapter 6), their use reinforces the 
importance of self assessment as a monitoring tool. Because a student's 
portfolio also generally "documents his or her experiences and accomplish- 
ments in the field" (Bridges, Chapter 3), it legitimizes the role of practitioners 
in the assessment process as well. Portfolios provide departments with well- 
structured procedures to assess progress "at several points in the academic 
journey" (Shakeshaft, Chapter 10), thus helping to wean faculties from their 
over-reliance on snapshot measures of performance. Portfolios can also be 
crafted both "to spotlight the skills and accomplishments that will be of 
interest to future employers" (Gresso, et al., Chapter 6) and to meet "compe- 
tencies mandated by . . . eredentialing commission^]" (Bridges, Chapter 3). 

Collectively, these endeavors to reinvent the structure of preparation 
programs make four important contributions. First, they bring a sense of 
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fluidity to program structures, removing some of their unnecessary 
rigidity. "One consequence has been that the distinction between pro- 
gram development and implementationhasallbut disappeared" (Ogawa 
& Pounder, Chapter 5) in most of these programs. Second, they reconnect 
structure to program mission, preventing the program infrastructure 
from taking on a life of its own. In these narratives, form once again 
follows function and old routines are infused with new meaning. Third, 
they attack many of the dysfunctional treaties and bargains which define 
the profession, helping restore academic rigor to preparation programs. 
And finally, they personalize educational experiences, reducing the 
anonymity which is so characteristic of most programs. 

Extending the Equity Agenda 

[Students] must see leadership not as management, but as a 
means for working toward the transformation of the school to 
advance social justice and a democratic school culture. From the 
role of administrator, they can make visible the tensions between 
the realities of schools and the promise they hold for transforma- 
tion. (Cambron-McCabe, Chapter 8) 

Even a casual reading of these reports reveals a deep commitment to 
addressing equity issues in these departments of educational leadership 
as well as in schools and in the larger community. Although all the ideas 
discussed below have been depicted elsewhere in this chapter, we gather 
them together here to underscore the centrality of equity in these pro- 
grams and to outline equity enhancing strategies for those interested in 
reforming their own programs in this area. 

Because "maintaining a commitment to racial and ethnic diversity is 
a strong program goal" (Sirotnik & Mueller, Chapter 4), equity begins in 
these programs with more vigorous attempts to attract minority candi- 
dates than has been the norm for nearly a century, with the possible 
exception of the period in the late 1960s and early 1970s (Farquhar, 1977). 
The data presented throughout these pages provide impressive evidence 
about early successes on this front. More importantly for our purposes 
here, woven into these narratives are concrete ideas (e.g. about targeted 
approaches to recruitment) that can assist other program developers in 
addressing this particular equity objective. 

Achieving greater diversity within preparation programs can also 
have a cascading effect. It "challenges students' stereotypical beliefs 
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about individuals and groups" (Daresh & Barnett, Chapter 7) and it 
contributes to students' "awareness of racial, ethnic, and gender differ- 
ences in ways of thinking and knowing" (Sirotnik & Mueller, Chapter 4). 

Equity is addressed in these programs in other ways as well. One 
approach discernable in a few cases involves providing future leaders in 
a fairly direct fashion with the skills required to "respond to the needs of 
an increasingly diverse student population" (Bridges, Chapter 3) (e.g. the 
Gender, Race, and Leadership and the Managing Diversity courses at 
Hofstra). Another is to reconfigure curricular materials so that they 
"include appropriate cases and experiences that address the needs of all 
students and the lives of women and people of color in particular" 
(Shakeshaft, Chapter 10). 

In the departments described in this volume, the centrality of ethics, the 
focus on the social and cultural context of schooling, and the attention given 
to developing learning communities combine to establish a culture that 
deeply values equity. Because the "ideals of human caring and social justice" 
(Sirotnik: & Mueller, Chapter 4) are so thoroughly woven into the operations 
of these departments, they aim at preparing leaders who are committed to 
equity, to nurturing the development of "women and men who will lead 
meireducationalcommunities ashumaneand ethical social critics" and who 
"interpret and integrate knowledge for the purpose of social transformation" 
(Shakeshaft, Chapter 10). 

Empowering Students 

Students, individually and collectively, assume a major responsibil- 
ity for their own instruction and learning. (Bridges, Chapter 3) 

The belief that students should be active partners in the design and 
implementation of training programs is not well ingrained in the culture of 
departments of school administration. What transpires in most programs 
has more to do with the interests of faculty than with the needs of students 
(Farquhar, 1977; Murphy, 1992). Reading through the chapters in this 
volume, one discerns palpable differences from these norms. There are signs 
that the traditional faculty-driven model of preparation is being renegoti- 
ated. This renegotiation is grounded on two emerging beliefs: (l)that 
"faculty have much to learn" (Sirotnik & Mueller, Chapter 4) from students, 
who bring extensive practical experience to their graduate-level education; 
and (2) that as members of adult learning communities students are entitled 
to considerably more respect than that afforded to their peers in earlier years. 
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One key dimension of this empowerment theme is reliance on the 
principles of adult learning. The bedrock of these principles is the belief 
that "trainees should play an active role in the learning process" (Bridges, 
Chapter 3). Specific mechanisms employed in these cases to operationalize 
this belief include: (1) using students' "accumulated lif e experiences" (Daresh 
& Bamett, Chapter 7) as a basis for furthering their learning; (2) providing 
status to self assessment as well as the structures to support it; (3) recognizing 
the validity of practice-based peers' contributions to student learning and, 
again, facilitating such interactions; (4) modifying "[sjyllabi and planned 
instruction to meet the emerging needs and interests of students in the 
program" (Sirotnik & Mueller, Chapter 4); and (5) actively involving stu- 
dents in planning their own learning experiences, including being "heavily 
involved in the process[es] of selecting their clinical professors" (Gresso, et 
al., Chapter 6), deciding on the most appropriate internship experiences, and 
"selecting] readings, topics and issues for discussion" (Sirotnik & Mueller, 
Chapter 4). 

Emphasis on experiential learning is the other major component of 
the student empowerment theme. These cases help us to see more clearly 
that the behaviorally-based approaches to learning that undergird most 
training programs have outlived their usefulness. Collectively, the cases 
chart new directions for others interested in reform, pointing toward 
constructivist views of learning. The focus here is on action, on "habits of 
thought and interaction" (Sirotnik & Mueller, Chapter 4), and on testing 
assumptions and values, not on amassing information. The goal is not so 
much knowledge acquisition as it is the personal construction of under- 
standing. Empowered, pro-active learners are — as much as the faculty — 
the vehicle that allows this objective to be achieved. "Student-led projects" 
(Bridges, Chapter 3), educational platforms and portfolios, clinically- 
based dissertations, field-based coursework, and anchored internships 
represent some of the specific experiential strategies used throughout 
these cases. 

The Dynamics of Reform 

Developing a new vision for educational leadership develop- 
ment has been a long and difficult process. (Daresh & Barnett, 
Chapter 7) 

While the authors of these chapters speak more directly and more 
thoroughly to the substantive issues of reform, they also offer useful 
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perspectives on the process of improvement. In this section we examine 
those lessons, analyzing both problematic and supportive conditions. 

Problematic Issues 

The amount of time and commitment required for this process 
is staggering. (Shakeshaft, Chapter 10) 

Prevailing Culture 

It is not an exaggeration to report that the culture in most universities, 
colleges of education, and departments of school administration is not 
conducive to the reconstruction of preparation programs for school 
leaders (Griffiths, 1988; McCarthy, Kuh, Newell, & Iacona, 1988; Murphy, 
1991a). As Maniloff and Clark (Chapter 9) remind us, "a rigorous training 
program is unlikely to succeed if it must operate in the accommodating, 
lenient culture all too common in educational leadership programs." At 
the university and college levels, change efforts similar to the ones 
described in these chapters often run head on into well-entrenched 
expectations and ways of doing business. Or, more precisely, they are 
confronted by well-established treaties and bargains. For example, "the 
cash-cow nature of conventional programs [begins] to rear its ugly head 
in terms of potential reduction in generated student credit hours" (Sirotnik 
& Mueller, Chapter 4). "Territorial issues with other departments" 
(Shakeshaft, Chapter 10) sometimes surface as departments move courses 
from the college to the field. The personal costs to faculty in these cases 
is not insignificant. 

Across the academic sphere of the profession of educational admin- 
istration, there is a pervasive sense that things are, if not perfect, at least 
in very good shape. Within individual departments, as Cambron-McCabe 
(Chapter 8) correctly assesses, a culture of congeniality rather than 
collcgiality prevails. Given these internal dynamics as well as barriers at 
the university and college level, it is not surprising — although it is 
disheartening— that, "[r]egardless of program quality, cycles of reform 
reports, complaints of constituencies, and the like, these programs have 
remarkable capacities for self-preservation and longevity" (Sirotnik & 
Mueller, Chapter 4). It is also not surprising, although it is equally 
discouraging, that, when alternative designs embodying fresh perspec- 
tives do surface, they often come under sharp attack, sometimes being 
charged with "elitism" and "favoritism" (Milstein & Krueger, Chapter 2). 
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Absence of Alternatives 

Even when departments are willing to confront the bargairs and 
treaties in which they are ensnared, they are often hindered by an absence 
of available models and examples for review, a condition faced by nearly 
all the universities in this volume and eloquently framed by both Shakeshaf t 
(Chapter 10) and Cambron-McCabe (Chapter 8): 

When we began our work in the fall of 1987, 1 tried to find detailed 
accounts of departmental change. I wanted guidance in what 
decision-making processes others had used, in what the barriers 
had been, in what the role of chairperson should be in such an 
undertaking. I found none. (Shakeshaft) 

Our initial attempts to reform the doctoral program in 1986 arose 
from a desire to strengthen the existing program. The efforts 
were premised on the assumption that exemplary preparation 
models existed and could inform our work. Faculty readily 
discovered, however, that programs in other universities dif- 
fered little from our own. At that time, the lack of other reform 
efforts or concern among colleagues nationally immobilized our 
efforts. (Cambron-McCabe) 

Without alternative examples and viewpoints from other preparation 
programs in school administration, these institutions were forced to look 
elsewhere for ideas (e.g. the Utah planning teams to the School of 
Pharmacy and Bridges and the Stanford program to medical education 
models) and to spend a considerable amount of time groping about for 
answers. 

Time 

One cannot read these narratives without appreciating the vast 
amount of time these faculties (both university-based and field-based 
professors) have committed and will need to continue to allocate to 
ensure that their designs work. This is time that must be taken from other, 
often more institutionally-valued, activities. The authors of these chap- 
ters document quite thoroughly the "time-consuming development work" 
(Daresh & Barnett, Chapter 7) required to get alternative designs off of the 
drawing board and into operation. In so doing, they provide helpful 
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perspectives on the length of time needed to institutionalize new pro- 
grams — generally in the three-to-five-year range. Without a number of 
other supportive factors, sustained commitment to an agenda for this 
duration is often problematic in colleges and departments. Finally, these 
case studies chronicle in great detail the tremendous drain on faculty time 
needed to implement these new programs, commitments that may be 
slow in forthcoming in other institutions. 

Money 

The presence, or, more precisely, the absence, of additional funds can 
have an important impact on the success of programmatic reforms. As I 
read through these cases using my school improvement and change 
frames, I was led to the discomforting conclusion that some were like a 
rubber band under tension and that, without continued (and in some 
departments extraordinary) efforts to maintain pressure, they would 
succumb to a natural tendency to revert to earlier forms. At the same time, 
extra funds (e.g. for release time for course development, for exchanges 
with other programs) appeared to offer one way to offset this inclination. 
In some cases, money allowed these faculties to construct supports to 
buttress their new programs (e.g. to hire a program facilitator), thus 
freeing up the energies of faculty who had been holding up the structure 
by hand. 

Faculty Issues 

At, or certainly not far below, the surface of all the supportive 
structure we have discussed so far are important implications for the role 
of faculty. It is questionable, however, whether reform initiatives will be 
successful in this area. Faculty are concerned about encroachment on 
their autonomy and personal needs, especially: the loss of control over 
individual courses; worries about the homogenization of staff; a natural 
inclination to avoid the conflict that often accompanies serious dialogue; 
a lack "of tolerance for wrong turns, mistakes, confusion, and uncer- 
tainty" (Shakeshaft, Chapter 10) in the face of proven and personally- 
comfortable alternatives; a reluctance to shoulder the heavy workload 
that attends programmatic reform; an ineptness in self-governance (what 
Milstein and Krueger [Chapter 2] label the "ills of academic manage- 
ment"); and the negative press of the existing culture. All of these 
concerns suggest that serious overhaul in the role of faculty in depart- 
ments of educational leadership is problematic. Without such change, the 
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traditional role of faculty will remain, and, as Cambron-McCabe (Chapter 
8) correctly concludes, this "traditional role mitigate[s] against change" in 
preparation programs. 

External Constraints 



Programs to educate school leaders do not operate in a vacuum, or, 
as Bridges (Chapter 3) puts it, "[p]rogram designers often lack unfettered 
discretion." We have already seen that colleges and universities can 
dampen reform enthusiasm when it promises to unravel well-established 
bargains and treaties. Looking beyond the walls of the university, we 
have evidence in these cases that certification agencies may act as brakes 
on some types of improvement efforts. Equally importantly, programs in 
which "strong interdependences between the university-based program 
and district- and school-based resources" are a hallmark introduce new 
constraints on the creation of alternative preparation designs. 



Support Structures 



For departments of educational administration to embark on 
substantive or radical changes in leadership preparation pro- 
grams, the profession as a whole must signal that reconstruction, 
not merely reform, is imperative. (Cambron-McCabe, Chapter 8) 



Agency 

While all of these improvement initiatives unfolded within and were 
shaped by the educational reform movement of the late 1980s and early 
1990s — indeed a number of these authors were leading figures in helping to 
define that movement — change at each department was fueled by one or 
more specific catalytic agents. In some instances, forces far removed from the 
department were at work (e.g. the actions of the "political community within 
the State" [Maniloff & Clark, Chapter 9] in North Carolina). In other cases, 
university-level concerns provided the major impetus (e.g. "the pressure 
from the top three administrators" [Gresso, et al., Chapter 6] at East Tennes- 
see State University). At still other institutions, the pressure for change 
sprung from the Dean of the School of Education (e.g. at Stanford) or from the 
Dean and the Department Chair together (e.g. at New Mexico). Finally, at 
some universities, little or no compelling external influence was exerted on 
departments. At places like Hofstra and Miami, reforms were anchored 
© nost exclusively in the concerns of departmental faculty. 
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The first message here for others interested in preparation reform is 
that change of this magnitude requires a strong catalytic agent, either an 
individual or a group. The nature of that agency, however, can be 
understood only within the context of a specific program. The second 
message is as follows: without existing external pressures for change, 
members of departments, especially faculty members in formal leader- 
ship roles, will need to manufacture such an agency from their own ranks. 

Time and Money 

We have already said a good deal about these variables. Here we 
reinforce a few points, taking a more positive approach than we did 
earlier. The reform process will take considerable time. A three-to-five-year 
plan seems reasonable. The time required to plan, coordinate, and 
implement reconstructed preparation programs should be addressed at 
the outset. These case studies help us to see more clearly the wisdom of 
consciously developing structures to prevent increased workloads from 
becoming the Achilles heel of improvement initiatives. 

The search for supplemental funds is important. Nearly all of these 
programs were able to bring additional resources to bear on the task of 
program development, with seven receiving support from the Danforth 
Foundation. In every case, these funds provided stimulation and lever- 
age for improvement that would probably not have materialized other- 
wise. Preventing programs that have embarked on improvement efforts 
from regressing to the professional mean will be a difficult task. Ad- 
equate funding is an important component in any plan to ensure that the 
faculty in those programs can successfully meet that challenge. 

Leadership 

Overall, the texture of the discussion in this area of our nine cases is 
less rich than might have been expected, a fact perhaps attributable to a 
certain modesty on the part of the authors who were, in most cases, formal 
leaders in their departments. However, two insights about leadership 
can be gleaned from these reports. First, the appointment of a coordinator 
or facilitator for new programs provides considerable stabilization for 
reform efforts. Second, the department chair often needs to play a central 
role in galvanizing energy around a reform agenda, either by directing 
from center stage or by orchestrating from the background. 
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Cross-Fertilization 

Opportunities for faculty members to meet and exchange ideas with 
other groups and individuals interested in program improvement sup- 
ported reform initiatives at all of these institutions. In a couple of instances 
(e.g. Miami and East Tennessee State University), the use of an outside 
consultant-facilitator helped faculty bring greater clarity to their visions for 
transformed preparation programs. Also, in nearly every case, interactions 
with field-based colleagues promoted the development of more robust 
program designs. However, the most significant exchanges were those with 
other programs engaged in programmatic reform. Most of these opportuni- 
ties were made possible by the Danforth Foundation, either through the 
Professors' Program or the Program for the Preparation of School Principals. 
Two types of gains accrued to programs in these alliances. First, these 
collaboratives helped foster the development of a "professional culture that 
encouraged reconstruction rather than simply reshaping of existing pro- 
grams" (Cambron-McCabe, Chapter 8). "The frequent meetings with repre- 
sentatives from other universities and regular correspondence" (Gresso, et 
al., Chapter 6) "allowed a dialogue to develop that nurtured individual 
university efforts" (Cambron-McCabe, Chapter 8) and provided specific 
ideas for developing more effective reform strategies. Second, the alliances 
provided "validation of purpose" (Milstein & Krueger, Chapter 2) and 
legitimization and credibility "with the university community and the local 
school leaders" (Gresso, et al., Chapter 6) and with colleagues in other 
departments of school adrnirustration. 

Faculty 

Although it may be obvious, it is worth emphasizing that "the crucial 
condition enabling reconstruction" (Cambron-McCabe, Chapter 8) of 
these programs was the faculty. From these case reports, we learned that 
faculty need not believe that they must have all of the answers. As 
Maniloff and Clark (Chapter 9) conclude, professors have "as much 
learning to do as the doctoral students." We also discovered that, 
contrary to expectations, faculty diversity appeared to facilitate rather 
than to hinder program reform. At least in these cases, diversity assisted 
program staff in seeing above and beyond the rut in which professors in 
school administration training programs have labored for so long. New 
blood was almost always a contributing factor to progress in devising and 
implementing reform measures. Sometimes it was a new Dean, some- 
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times a new department chair, and sometimes it was an infusion of new 
faculty members. Whatever its form, it contributed an important source 
of energy to fuel the change process. Finally, as noted earlier, we observed 
that some combination of direction, encouragement, and guidance from 
formal leaders at the department level provided considerable structural 
support for these program changes. 

Conclusion 



Challenging conventional programs will always be uncomfortable 
and upsetting for an ecology of organizational and programmatic 
mediocrity. The real challenge, however, is not to conventional 
programs themselves. The real challenge is to ourselves — we 
faculty in "ed. admin." programs — and our obligations as educa- 
tors. The real challenge is to live up to our moral responsibilities to 
the students and staffs in the schools that may well end up with 
administrator that we prepare. We are ethically bound to create 
and deliver the best educational leadership programs possible. And 
much more is possible than what typically passes for administrator 
preparation. (Sirotnik & Mueller, Chapter 4) 

We began this volume by reporting that preparation programs in school 
administration are in the midst of a third era of feiment, one that marks the 
transition from the social science era to what we label the dialectic period. 
More and more the profession appears to be shaking off its lethargy. Yet 
considerable confusion reigns and finger-pointing is common. As in previ- 
ous periods of reform, bashing of the past is particularly fashionable. 
However, signposts directing us where to proceed are noticed less frequently 
identified. Alternative roadmaps are even scarcer. 

This volume was designed to help address these deficiencies. The 
goal was to provide some texture to the improvement landscape for 
others who are embarking on the struggle to reconstruct preparation 
programs for tomorrow's school leaders. Earlier chapters each laid out 
one specific story of reform. This final chapter captured what these cases 
add to our understanding of programmatic reform when viewed collec- 
tively. We examined seven themes that cut across these narratives. In 
unpacking those themes, we discussed a variety of strategies employed 
by faculties in these institutions in their improvement efforts. We also 
analyzed what these reports tell us about the process of change, reviewing 
factors that either hindered or supported reform. 
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The preparation programs that we currently have simply are not 
good enough. They need to be made better. The task ahead of us is an 
important one, both at the individual department level and across the 
profession as a whole. It is my hope that this volume will make address- 
ing that task easier. 
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